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we would be amending. It puts us in a
very difficult position.

Having said all of that, certainly this
measure is vitally important. I have al-
ready been talking to Senator DASCHLE
about what is the best way to go to it,
what is the earliest time we could go to
it. Even if we took it up and some
wanted time later on tonight or tomor-
row, it looks to me as if it would take
quite some time to get it done. We
would not be able to get into con-
ference with the House before we come
back from the Memorial Day recess.

I am hoping we could go ahead and
talk back and forth and try to get
agreement that when we come back
from the recess, if we don’t get some
agreement worked out otherwise, it
would be the pending business or we
would quickly get a process so we could
start work on it Monday when we come
back or Tuesday, the 4th, and hopefully
get agreement relatively quickly, even
with amendments, once people know
what they are amending, and then be
able to get it right on in to the con-
ference with the House.

Clearly, we do need to get this done.
I must say that it has been a slow proc-
ess. The request from the administra-
tion was slow coming. The bill coming
from the House has been slow. Now
here we are right up against this re-
cess. It has not been the best way to do
it.

It is about $4 billion more than what
the President asked. I am sure the mix
within that $31 billion has been
changed. We need to take a look at it.
Hurriedly, we have been trying to go
through what has been added. Clearly,
a lot of it is not national defense or
homeland security related: things such
as the senior farmer’s market nutrition
program, money for a national polar
orbiting operating environmental sat-
ellite system, some amount of money
for attorney retention allowance for
the District for attorneys that, even
though they got a bonus for staying
with DC, they subsequently became
union members and were not entitled
to the bonus. This would say they can
keep the bonus. There is U.N. popu-
lation fund language in here which al-
ways causes a fuss.

Just looking hurriedly over the
amendments on agriculture, justice,
commerce, DOD, education, a lot of
issues that would not be described in
any way as relating to national defense
and homeland security, we need a little
time to review all this and see what
amendments may be necessary.

I must say—I know Senator BYRD un-
derstands this—I always am very antsy
about proceeding without Senator STE-
VENS being around when we are doing
appropriations bills. So that is a fac-
tor, too.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 2551

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent—this is a modifica-
tion of the earlier request—that the

Senate would proceed to the House sup-
plemental appropriations bill on Mon-
day, June 3, at a time to be determined
by the majority leader after consulta-
tion with the Republican leader so we
could get to this bill immediately upon
our return.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
object, for two reasons. First, it seems
to me the whole issue is urgency. We
are talking about defense and home-
land security. If there is any urgency
to making the commitment to getting
the work done, it ought to be now, not
a week or 10 days from now.

Secondly, we don’t know when the
House will produce the bill. Perhaps
the House will complete its work; per-
haps it will not. We know we have a job
to do. As we have done on so many
other occasions, we have done our work
and waited for the House to act. If the
House completes its work, perhaps that
is something we can do. But we are not
in a position to know what the House is
going to do. Obviously, it would be
very difficult for us to build a consent
agreement around House action that
may or may not take place.

I do object. I do recognize, as the
Senator from Mississippi, the distin-
guished Republican leader, has noted,
we will have to reach some agreement.
If it can’t be done now, it will have to
be done soon. It is disappointing that it
cannot be done now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Arizona.
Mr. MCCAIN. I want to mention just

an example of why we need to go
through this legislation. It has just
been pointed out to me, here is $2 mil-
lion in this bill, which is entitled ‘‘Sup-
plemental Appropriation Act for Fur-
ther Recovery from and Response to
Terrorist Attacks on the United
States’’—that is the title of this
legislation——

Other related agencies, Smithsonian
Institution construction, $2 million:
the committee recommends an amount
of $2 million within construction to
initiate the planning and design of an
alcohol collection storage facility. The
Smithsonian holds the largest collec-
tion of this kind in the world, and at
present a large portion of it is stored in
the National Museum of Natural His-
tory. The Smithsonian has requested
this amount and the fiscal year 2003
budget estimate indicates it is a most
important safety and security project.

Given this information, the com-
mittee has advanced the appropriation
of funds required in planning and de-
sign in order to accelerate the project.

All of those bugs that are stored in
alcohol in the Smithsonian—when we
are trying to recover from and respond
to the terrorist attacks on the United
States by moving some alcohol encased
bugs from one facility to another—this
is another example of why in the world
we need to examine this legislation.

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
going to be recognized. There is a pro-

vision in this bill that is far more seri-
ous than moving bugs stored in alcohol
for $2 million. That has to do with the
aviation program. The legislation was
passed by this body overwhelmingly be-
cause of the danger of airlines going
bankrupt, and now one major airline at
least will not be eligible for loans be-
cause there is not enough money there
and we are going to see major airlines
in America go bankrupt if we don’t
avoid that.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I

want to pick up on what the Senator
from Arizona said. He is ranking mem-
ber on the Commerce Committee. They
worked diligently on putting together
the aviation loan program. One airline
has access to the program, and that
happens to be America West. There is
another airline that is on the brink of
bankruptcy that is hemorrhaging
money right now, but it has brought in
a management team to restructure the
airline. Part of this restructuring plan
is US Airways’ access to this fund.
What is in the appropriations bill will
deny them access to this fund until the
fall of this year, which may be too late
for them to be able to get the adequate
capital to continue operation. We may
be bankrupting an airline that serves
the whole northeastern quadrant of the
United States for I don’t know what
reason.

I have no idea why this provision is
in here, but we are pulling the rug out
from under an airline that was prob-
ably the airline most affected by 9–11.
This is the airline with its hub at
Reagan National, which was shut down
and flights were restricted. This is an
airline that flew out of New York, and
it served the area most impacted by 9–
11. And now we have an appropriations
bill that is going to probably deny
them survival. It is the most impacted
airline by 9–11 and we have a bill here
that is supposed to help us recover
from 9–11, and it may be the death
knell of the airline.

The bottom line is, this bill is not
ready for passage. There are serious
changes that must be made in this leg-
islation for this bill to go through the
Senate.

f

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE
EXPANSION ACT—Continued

Mr. REID. What is the order before
the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The last
10 minutes of debate are reserved by
the Senator from West Virginia.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3527

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, what is
the question before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 3527 by the Senator from
South Carolina to amendment No. 3447
offered by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.
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Mr. BYRD. Madam President, the

purpose of my amendment is because
we are on the verge of passing fast-
track legislation that would tie the
hands of Senators who wish to amend
trade agreements that come before
Congress. It is imperative that we as
members of the legislative branch be-
come more active in the negotiation of
those agreements. We must establish
the means for Senators and Represent-
atives to be consulted on trade negotia-
tions in order to allow them to advise
the administration on how to best pro-
tect the interests of their constituents.

Based upon the trade act of 1974,
members of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee and the House Ways and Means
Committee are able to serve as con-
gressional advisers for trade policy.
Members of those committees can also
exercise oversight on the implementa-
tion of trade agreements. But the rest
of the Members of the Senate and the
House are left out in the cold when it
comes to being able to sit in on impor-
tant trade negotiations and being con-
sulted on the contents of a trade agree-
ment before it is sent to Congress for
approval.

My amendment corrects this situa-
tion by enlarging the congressional
oversight group so that the group
would be comprised of 11 Senators and
11 Representatives who do not serve on
the Finance Committee or the Ways
and Means Committee. The congres-
sional oversight group can then serve
with the members of the committee of
jurisdiction to advise negotiators in
the executive branch on how to craft a
trade agreement that promotes fair
trade practices and protects the inter-
ests of our constituents.

My amendment does not take any
powers away from the committees of
jurisdiction. To the contrary, the
amendment contains specific language
that directs the cochairman of the con-
gressional oversight group to open
their meetings and to share all infor-
mation with members of the Finance
Committee and the Ways and Means
Committee.

These committees and the congres-
sional oversight group should work to-
gether to promote consultation be-
tween the executive and legislative
branches on trade agreements. I do
trust the Finance Committee to con-
sult with other Senators on the con-
tents of trade agreements, but as Ron-
ald Reagan once said, ‘‘Trust but
verify.’’

Let the committees of jurisdiction do
their work, but let us also allow a
broader membership of the House and
Senate to participate in the consulta-
tions on trade agreements. The par-
ticular needs of our individual States
may not be apparent to members of the
Finance Committee.

Incidentally, Madam President, pro-
ponents of the fast-track bill have ar-
gued that we need to pass this legisla-
tion to allow the President to nego-
tiate trade agreements. But the Presi-
dent already has the power to nego-

tiate agreements with foreign coun-
tries. We do not need legislation to
give the President his inherent powers.

What fast track really does, however,
is to cut out the Senate and the House
of Representatives from proposing
amendments to trade agreements. If
Congress cannot amend trade agree-
ments, it is all the more important for
Members of Congress to become more
involved in the negotiating process by
broadening the membership of the con-
gressional oversight group, as my
amendment does. Congress may have a
better chance at influencing prospec-
tive trade agreements to take into ac-
count the interests of our constituents.
I urge my colleagues to vote for the
amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized.
Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I

advised my colleague from West Vir-
ginia several hours ago that I was
going to move to table his amendment.

I ask unanimous consent to speak for
2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President,
one, I didn’t want to speak against the
amendment of my friend and colleague
and move to table it without him hav-
ing a chance to make his presentation.

I happen to be a member of the Fi-
nance Committee, and the Finance
Committee does have principal juris-
diction over trade. If we are going to
have a trade advisory committee that
would advise the administration and is
composed of members appointed by the
Senate President pro tempore, with the
advice of the leaders, as proposed in
this amendment, it also says to exclude
members of the Finance Committee. I
cannot imagine doing that. It sets up a
separate committee, but we have a
committee of jurisdiction that deals
with trade. Now it says we are going to
have a separate committee that will do
the same thing. We don’t do that in Ap-
propriations or in the Judiciary Com-
mittee or Energy or in any other com-
mittee.

I think the committee process needs
to work. This is as if to say let’s have
a duplicate committee outside of the
Finance Committee. I think it is a seri-
ous mistake, a bad precedent. Maybe
we should have two committees for ev-
erything, and if somebody doesn’t like
what comes out of the original com-
mittee, we can go to the other com-
mittee. I cannot imagine legislation
that says let’s have a separate com-
mittee and exclude members of the Fi-
nance Committee. I urge my colleagues
to support a motion to table the
amendment.

I move to table the amendment and
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The question is on agreeing to the

motion.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-
TON). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 32, as follows:

(Rollcall Vote No. 125 Leg.)
YEAS—66

Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cantwell
Carper
Chafee
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Craig
Crapo
Daschle

DeWine
Domenici
Durbin
Ensign
Enzi
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar

McCain
McConnell
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—32

Akaka
Boxer
Byrd
Carnahan
Cleland
Clinton
Corzine
Dayton
Dodd
Dorgan
Edwards

Feingold
Feinstein
Harkin
Hollings
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin

Mikulski
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Helms Inouye

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the

vote.
Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
Mr. DASCHLE. I ask that the fol-

lowing votes be limited to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Montana.
Mr. BINGAMAN. I call for regular

order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question recurs on amendment No.
3448.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there is no
time under the rule for Senators to
speak before their amendment is called
up. I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator BYRD, who has two amendments,
be given 5 minutes on each of those
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amendments; and following that, we
have 2 minutes, equally divided, on
each amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to
object, let me see if I understand. For
this amendment, we are saying 5 min-
utes on each side, and all subsequent
amendments 2 minutes on each side.

Mr. REID. One minute on each side.
Mr. NICKLES. I won’t object.
Mr. BUNNING. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is noted.
Mr. BYRD. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I renew the unanimous
consent request. I renew my unani-
mous consent request as amended by
the Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we

have order in the Senate.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be in order. Conversations will
be taken off the floor so the Senator
can be heard.

AMENDMENT NO. 3448

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this bill
prevents the Senate from enacting a
resolution of disapproval——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend.

The Senate will be in order. Con-
versations will be taken off the floor.
May we have quiet in the Chamber so
the Senator can be heard.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this bill

prevents the Senate from enacting a
resolution of disapproval against a
trade agreement that it finds objec-
tionable, unless the Finance Com-
mittee chooses to report such a resolu-
tion to the full Senate. A resolution of
disapproval enacted by the Senate
would withdraw the application of fast
track procedures to any bill the Presi-
dent submits to the Congress to imple-
ment a trade agreement.

Although, at first glance, the bill be-
fore us appears to permit a Senator to
introduce a resolution of disapproval
rejecting fast track procedures applied
to a trade agreement that is brought
back to the Senate by the President,
the reality is that such a resolution
most probably would never come to the
floor of the Senate for a vote.

This is because the bill states that,
once a resolution of disapproval is in-
troduced and referred to the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, it will not be in

order for the full Senate to consider
the resolution if it has not been re-
ported by the committee. In other
words, a disapproval resolution cannot
be forced to the floor through a dis-
charge of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. The way this bill is currently
written, if a resolution of disapproval
is not reported out of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, it might as well
never have been introduced. The reso-
lution may simply lie there until it
dies.

This means that, so long as the Sen-
ate Finance Committee endorses the
President’s agreement, the views of the
rest of the Senate are irrelevant. En-
acting fast-track in this bill prevents
the Senate from exercising its Con-
stitutional responsibility to reject or
modify trade agreement that are not in
the best interests of the American peo-
ple.

It is imperative that every Senator
retain his or her right to introduce a
resolution of disapproval that can be
considered in the light of day by the
full Senate. To this end, my amend-
ments require that, upon introduction,
any resolution of disapproval—includ-
ing an extension resolution of dis-
approval—will be referred not only to
the Senate Committee on Finance, but
also to the Senate Committee on Rules
and Administration. The Rules Com-
mittee is essential to this process, be-
cause it is charged with making the
rules and procedures that govern this
institution, and its expertise is essen-
tial to our enforcement of commit-
ments undertaken by our trading part-
ners in the trade agreements nego-
tiated by the President.

Under these amendments, each of
these committees will be required to
report the resolution of disapproval
that has been referred to it within 10
days of the date of its introduction
and, if either of these committees fails
to report the resolution of disapproval
within that time, either of these com-
mittees shall automatically be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the resolution. The resolution shall
then be placed directly on the Senate
calendar. Once the disapproval resolu-
tion is placed on the Senate calendar,
any Senator may make a motion to
proceed to consider that resolution,
and the motion to consider the resolu-
tion shall not be debatable.

If enacted as currently written this
bill would effectively cut a majority of
Senators out of the trade regulation
process, preventing them from cor-
recting sweeping changes in trade law
that could unfairly affect the lives of
their constituents who rely on the Sen-
ate to protect their interests.

I can’t support surrendering the
rights and prerogatives, the duties and
responsibilities of the Senate to any
President, Democrat or Republican. We
in the Congress have an obligation to
strike down trade agreements that ad-
versely affect the American people.
But it is impossible for us to do so if we
do not provide ourselves the oppor-

tunity to adequately review, debate,
amend, or reject their provisions as we
are rightly empowered to do under the
Constitution of the United States.
These amendments ensure that we re-
tain the power to modify or reject
trade agreements that are not in the
best interests of the United States and,
in so doing, protect the economic well-
being of the Nation and of the people
we represent.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I

strongly oppose this amendment. It
does away with the very purpose of this
legislation before us, and that is to
give the President credibility at the
negotiating table and to have a process
by which Congress will consider the re-
sults of negotiation. So it strikes at
the disapproval resolution process.
This amendment adds language, then,
directing the procedural disapproval
resolutions be referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.
The effect of the amendment on trade
promotion authority is threefold.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend.

Senators kindly take conversations
off the floor so the Senator can be
heard. The Senator has a right to be
heard.

Mr. GRASSLEY. First, it wrests con-
trol over consideration of procedural
disapproval resolutions from the Fi-
nance Committee and gives it to the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion; second, to make procedural dis-
approval resolutions open for debate
with automatic discharge from com-
mittee of jurisdiction; third, to provide
for an unlimited number of procedural
disapproval resolutions to be consid-
ered during any given session of Con-
gress.

The intent is clear. It is an attempt
to weaken trade promotion authority
and create multiple and unlimited op-
portunities to derail trade promotion
authority procedures during any given
session of Congress. If the amendment
is agreed to, a single Senator can put
forward a resolution which would stop
a particular trade negotiation in its
tracks. We all know there are some
Senators who do not like trade pro-
motion authority and do not even like
international trade. Should this
amendment be agreed to, you can be
assured that the Senate will be consid-
ering multiple procedural disapproval
resolutions during any Congress.

Let us be clear. This amendment is
designed to weaken trade promotion
authority procedures, procedures which
have effectively worked for over 50
years in advancing international trade
interests. It really comes down to this:
Either you believe in the proven effec-
tiveness of the trade promotion author-
ity procedures or you do not. If you do,
then I strongly urge you to oppose this
clever yet potentially devastating
amendment.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, all Sen-

ators should be aware that we have 10-
minute votes scheduled. The leaders
have both indicated they would like
the votes to be completed shortly after
the 10-minute time. Everyone should be
aware of that or they will not be count-
ed.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to table.
Mr. NICKLES. I ask for the yeas and

nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The question is on agreeing to the

motion. The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is necessarily absent

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 32, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 126 Leg.]
YEAS—66

Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman
Bond
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cantwell
Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign

Enzi
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kohl
Kyl
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
McCain

McConnell
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wyden

NAYS—32

Akaka
Bayh
Biden
Boxer
Byrd
Carnahan
Carper
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Dayton

Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Hollings
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Landrieu
Leahy

Levin
Mikulski
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—2

Helms Inouye

The motion was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 3449 WITHDRAWN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
West Virginia is recognized. There are
10 minutes of debate on the amend-
ment, evenly divided.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to withdraw the second
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment is withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

AMENDMENT NO. 3451

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, what is
the regular order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order is amendment No. 3451 of-
fered by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BAUCUS. I am sorry, amendment
number?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 3451 offered by the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I make
a point of order that the amendment is
not germane.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

The Senator from West Virginia.
AMENDMENTS NOS. 3452 AND 3453 WITHDRAWN

Mr. BYRD. Do I have some remaining
amendments?

Mr. BAUCUS. Yes.
Mr. BYRD. I thought I had with-

drawn them. If I have not, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may withdraw
them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Montana.

AMENDMENT NO. 3458, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Durbin
amendment No. 3458 be modified with
the text of amendment No. 3505, and
that the amendment be considered and
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table, without inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment (No. 3458), as modi-

fied, was agreed to, as follows:
After section 3201, insert the following:

SEC. 3204. DUTY SUSPENSION ON WOOL.
(a) EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY DUTY REDUC-

TIONS.—
(1) HEADING 9902.51.11.—Heading 9902.51.11 of

the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States is amended by striking ‘‘2003’’
and inserting ‘‘2005’’.

(2) HEADING 9902.51.12.—Heading 9902.51.12 of
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘2003’’ and inserting ‘‘2005’’;
and

(B) by striking ‘‘6%’’ and inserting ‘‘Free’’.
(3) HEADING 9902.51.13.—Heading 9902.51.13 of

the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States is amended by striking ‘‘2003’’
and inserting ‘‘2005’’.

(4) HEADING 9902.51.14.—Heading 9902.51.14 of
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States is amended by striking ‘‘2003’’
and inserting ‘‘2005’’.

(b) LIMITATION ON QUANTITY OF IMPORTS.—
(1) NOTE 15.—U.S. Note 15 to subchapter II

of chapter 99 of the Harmonized Tariff Sched-
ule of the United States is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘from January 1 to Decem-
ber 31 of each year, inclusive’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘, or such other’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘in calendar year 2001,
3,500,000 square meter equivalents in cal-
endar year 2002, and 4,500,000 square meter
equivalents in calendar year 2003 and each
calendar year thereafter, or such greater’’.

(2) NOTE 16.—U.S. Note 16 to subchapter II
of chapter 99 of the Harmonized Tariff Sched-
ule of the United States is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘from January 1 to Decem-
ber 31 of each year, inclusive’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘, or such other’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘in calendar year 2001,
2,500,000 square meter equivalents in cal-
endar year 2002, and 3,500,000 square meter
equivalents in calendar year 2003 and each
calendar year thereafter, or such greater’’.

(c) EXTENSION OF DUTY REFUNDS AND WOOL
RESEARCH TRUST FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Cus-
toms Service shall pay each manufacturer
that receives a payment under section 505 of
the Trade and Development Act of 2000 (Pub-
lic Law 106–200) for calendar year 2002, and
that provides an affidavit that it remains a
manufacturer in the United States as of Jan-
uary 1 of the year of the payment, 2 addi-
tional payments, each payment equal to the
payment received for calendar year 2002 as
follows:

(A) The first payment to be made after
January 1, 2004, but on or before April 15,
2004.

(B) The second payment to be made after
January 1, 2005, but on or before April 15,
2005.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 506(f)
of the Trade and Development Act of 2000
(Public Law 106–200) is amended by striking
‘‘2004’’ and inserting ‘‘2006’’.

(3) AUTHORIZATION.—There is authorized to
be appropriated and is appropriated out of
amounts in the general fund of the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated such sums as are
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
subsection.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a)(2)(B) applies to goods
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse for
consumption, on or after January 1, 2002.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

AMENDMENT NO. 3461

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, once
again, will the Chair please state the
regular order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 3461 offered by the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair.
Under the agreement, there is 1

minute equally divided?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two

minutes equally divided.
The Senator from New Jersey.
Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, this

amendment is offered by myself and
Senator DODD and others. It is an im-
portant and simple request for our
trade negotiators to respect the role of
Congress and elected State and local
officials to determine the nature and
scope of significant public services.

Regardless of my colleagues’ view on
TPA, it is one thing to delegate con-
gressional authority on trade negotia-
tions, but it is a serious leap beyond
that to delegate constitutional respon-
sibilities of elected officials when it
comes to determining what public serv-
ices should be privatized.

This amendment would establish as a
principal negotiating objective that
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trade agreements should not include a
commitment by the United States to
privatize significant public services,
such as Social Security, national secu-
rity, public health and safety, and edu-
cation.

This is simple and straightforward.
We should not be turning over, to the
delegation of unelected trade nego-
tiators, determinations about issues
such as Social Security and national
security. That should be determined
here, with debate on the floor of the
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, and by duly elected officials.
Straightforward, simple.

Mr. President, as I have explained,
my amendment establishes as a negoti-
ating objective that trade agreements
exclude commitments by the Untied
States to privatize significant public
services. The amendment specifies four
types of public services that represent
core functions of Government and that
are specifically protected. These in-
clude national security, Social Secu-
rity, public health and safety, and edu-
cation.

I want to make clear for the record,
however, that these four areas are not
the only types of public services that
would be protected by my amendment.
Since this legislation establishes only
broad negotiating objectives, not high-
ly detailed requirements, I have not
listed each and every affected public
service with great specificity. However,
it is my intention that the amendment
would apply to a wide range of public
services. These include, for example,
public transportation, public utilities,
the Untied States Postal Service, and
law enforcement, as well as other sig-
nificant public services provided at the
federal, state and local levels.

For a public service to be protected
under the amendment, it would have to
be ‘‘significant.’’ This is designed to
ensure that the amendment not be in-
terpreted too broadly to apply to even
small and relatively marginal types of
services. For example, if a local gov-
ernment decides to maintain a small
snack bar at a local pool, I would not
conclude that this is a significant pub-
lic service that could not be opened to
private competition. However, the pro-
vision of water or sewer services, which
are provided on large scales by a sub-
stantial number of municipalities, and
are important for the protection of
public health, would be covered.

In any case, again note that the
amendment deals only with trade nego-
tiating objectives. It would not com-
pletely tie negotiators’ hands or trig-
ger any lawsuits. It simply says that
our objective should be to leave the
provision of significant public services
as a decision for elected officials, not
distant, unelected trade bureaucrats.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I op-
pose this amendment. And what trou-
bles me most about the amendment is
that it unnecessarily carves out privat-
ization of particular service sectors

from negotiations. These service cat-
egories include national security, So-
cial Security, public health and safety,
and education, as well as other signifi-
cant public services.

This language is so broad that it
could be used by our trading partners
to close off market access to U.S. serv-
ice exports. This situation could be es-
pecially troublesome in the tele-
communications sector where many of
our trading partners maintain govern-
ment-owned telecom companies.

Including this language, which is
very sweeping, in the trade promotion
authority bill could severely under-
mine our ability to open these mar-
kets. That is why I ask my colleagues
to reject the amendment.

Mr. President, I move to table the
amendment and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.
The question is on agreeing to the

motion.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK), and the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SHELBY) are necessarily
absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). Are there any other
Senators in the Chamber desiring to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.]
YEAS—49

Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman
Bond
Breaux
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Cochran
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign

Enzi
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell

Miller
Murkowski
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Smith (NH)
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—47

Akaka
Bayh
Biden
Boxer
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Cleland
Clinton
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—4

Brownback
Helms

Inouye
Shelby

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3463, 3464 AND 3465 WITHDRAWN

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator HOLLINGS, I withdraw
amendments Nos. 3463, 3464, 3465.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are with-
drawn.

Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. What is the regular order?

AMENDMENT NO. 3470

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 3470 by the Senator from
Louisiana, Ms. LANDRIEU.

The Senator from Louisiana is recog-
nized.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
want to begin by thanking the chair-
man and ranking member of this com-
mittee. I do support the underlying
bill. I have tried to be helpful through
this process in passing this bill.

However, there are maritime workers
in our Nation who have been adversely
affected because of a recent ruling.
They are not entitled to benefits under
this bill. Instead of picking up employ-
ment checks, or paychecks, they will
be picking up unemployment checks,
unless this amendment passes. So for
port communities such as New Orleans
and Houston and New Jersey and New
York and Seattle, where maritime
workers could qualify, this amendment
will help. It only costs $10 million. It
lasts for only 3 years. Out of an $8 bil-
lion bill, our maritime workers deserve
some help. They have earned it; they
deserve it. That is what my amend-
ment does.

Thank you, Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas is recognized.
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I make a

point of order that the Landrieu
amendment No. 3470 violates section
311(a)(2)(B) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, pur-
suant to section 904 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, I move to waive the
applicable section of the act for the
purposes of the pending amendment,
and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SHELBY) and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK) are nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORZINE). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 50,
nays 46, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.]

YEAS—50

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Cleland
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Dayton
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Hutchison
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lincoln
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—46

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign

Enzi
Feingold
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Hutchinson
Inhofe
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell

Miller
Murkowski
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Sessions
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NOT VOTING—4

Brownback
Helms

Inouye
Shelby

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 50, the nays are 46.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

The Senator from Montana.
AMENDMENT NO. 3521

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I do not
see Senator JEFFORDS. On behalf of
Senator JEFFORDS, I offer amendment
No. 3521.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is pending.

Who yields time?
The Senator from Vermont.
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I do

not think there is any objection to this
amendment. This is in proper order,
and I ask for it to be accepted.

Mr. BAUCUS. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3521.

The amendment (No. 3521) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3467

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, it is my
understanding the next amendment is
No. 3467 by Senator WELLSTONE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

am a first-generation American. My fa-
ther fled persecution from Russia, and
I am always most proud of our country
when we promote human rights.

This is an amendment that simply
says surely one of our objectives should
be to promote human rights and de-
mocracy, and we call on our trading

partners to strive to meet these human
rights standards.

There are somewhere in the neigh-
borhood of 70 governments in the world
today that systematically practice tor-
ture. At the very minimum, we can at
least say one of our objectives in trade
policy will be to promote human rights
and democracy. That is all this amend-
ment does. I think it means our coun-
try leads with our own values. I think
it is important we make that state-
ment, and I hope there will be a strong
vote in favor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Opportunity is the
greatest of human rights anywhere in
the world. Trade is all about oppor-
tunity, so this whole bill is all about
human rights. This amendment upsets
a carefully crafted bipartisan com-
promise dealing with these complex re-
lationships between international
trade, workers’ rights, and the environ-
ment, and it does so by undermining
the fundamental purpose and proven ef-
fectiveness of our trade promotion au-
thority.

This amendment offers vague new
standards stating that the countries
should strive to protect ‘‘internation-
ally recognized civil, political, and
human rights,’’ without even defining
those rights. It sets our negotiators up
for failure and jeopardizes this bill.

If we really want to promote democ-
racy and human rights abroad, then we
should all oppose this amendment and
pass the bill because history shows
that time and again open markets help
foster a more open political system and
the human rights that go with it. Mex-
ico is an example. There is Taiwan and
South Korea, all sorts of examples of
human rights being better today than
they were 50 years ago, all because of
more open markets and international
trade.

I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has expired.
The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, following

the vote on the Wellstone amendment,
we will immediately go to a vote on
the substitute that is now before the
Senate. I ask if that needs a rollcall
vote because we are going to have to
vote on the bill itself, so I do not know
if we need to vote twice. I again ask, do
we need a rollcall vote? I ask Senators
to make that decision during the time
we are voting on the Wellstone amend-
ment. It would seem to me this would
be a good time to voice vote that and
wait until there is final passage on the
bill itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, Mr. President, earlier today I saw
some language that indicated that the
committee, in an amendment—I as-
sume it was going to be included in the
managers’ amendment, or under the
rubric of ‘‘technical amendments’’—

was making direct appropriations. I
ask the manager of the bill right here
and now, is there any amendment in ei-
ther the technical amendments or the
managers’ amendment that purports to
make a direct appropriation?

Mr. BAUCUS. I inform the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, the
answer is no, there is not.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I have the list in
front of me. As I recall discussions of
this list, I don’t remember anything
that has any appropriations in it what-
soever and it is not our intent to ap-
propriate money in these amendments.

Mr. BAUCUS. If I might further re-
spond to my good friend from West Vir-
ginia, I have just been informed we
don’t believe there are any such provi-
sions, but we are scrubbing it right now
to make sure. We don’t believe, at this
point.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think we
ought to have a quorum call so we can
take a good look and be absolutely
sure.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent

that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3467

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the
Wellstone amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I want a vote.
Mr. DURBIN. I ask for the yeas and

nays.
Mr. BAUCUS. I move to table the

amendment and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second on the motion to
table? There is a sufficient second. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
LIEBERMAN), are necessarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SHELBY), and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK), are nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 129 Leg.]

YEAS—42

Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bennett
Bond
Breaux
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Chafee

Cochran
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi
Frist
Gramm
Grassley

Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell
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Miller
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts

Santorum
Sessions
Smith (NH)
Stevens

Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—53

Akaka
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Cleland
Clinton
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
Dodd
Dorgan

Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Hutchinson
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lincoln

Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Torricelli
Voinovich
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—5

Brownback
Helms

Inouye
Lieberman

Shelby

The motion was rejected.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

ask to vitiate the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3467.

Without objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3467) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding we are now at the point
where we could vote on the substitute;
is that right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. It is my understanding the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee has met with the chairman and
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee and they have worked out the
problem that existed. Is my under-
standing correct?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I re-
spond?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. The language is being
changed so it makes a reference to an
authorization, not to an appropriation.
It earlier made appropriations in this
bill. That was not the intent, Mr. BAU-
CUS has assured me. That change has
been made now, and the full under-
standing between the chairman of the
Finance Committee and myself and the
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee is that there was no intent to
make an appropriation. Therefore, I
have no objection to the request by the
majority whip.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send a
technical amendment to the desk
amendment and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be agreed to, and that the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3548 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3401

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of Senators, several
references to appropriations have been
found in the language. But I am con-
strained to believe, on the assurances
of the distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee and the ranking
member, that these were inadvert-
ences. So we have stricken several of
them.

Just to make doubly sure that this
bill does not make any appropriations,
I offer the following amendment,
which, is agreed to, would save a lot of
time:

At the end, add the following:
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of

this Act, no direct appropriation may be
made under this Act.’’

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment (No. 3548) was agreed

to.
Mr. BYRD. I thank all Senators.

U.S. TRADE LAWS

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, last
year, nearly two-thirds of the Senate
sent a letter to President Bush empha-
sizing that new trade agreements must
not weaken trade remedy laws such as
antidumping and countervailing duty
law.

The fast track bill we are considering
today reemphasizes that point. Section
2(c)(9) of the bill instructs the Presi-
dent to preserve, in all trade negotia-
tions, the ability of the United States
to enforce rigorously its trade remedy
laws and to avoid any agreement that
would require weakening of the current
U.S. antidumping, countervailing duty
and safeguard remedies.

Today, I would like to make two key
points about this provision. First, the
Committee on Finance regards strict
adherence to the section 2(c)(9) direc-
tive as critical in advancing the eco-
nomic interests of the United States in
future trade agreements. The bill’s lan-

guage here is unambiguous in the sense
that, rather than establishing preser-
vation of our trade remedy laws as sim-
ply a ‘‘negotiating objective,’’ it blunt-
ly states that the President ‘‘shall’’
preserve those laws.

Second, the negotiating instruction
encompasses any weakening of the ex-
isting remedies, whether at the level of
statute, regulation or agency practice.
This means that the President ‘‘shall’’
reject any new international rule or
obligation whose acceptance would
lead to relief under our existing trade
laws becoming more difficult, uncer-
tain, or costly for domestic industries
to achieve and maintain over time.

I am very concerned about the Ad-
ministration’s decision in Doha last
year to put U.S. trade laws on the ne-
gotiating table. Many of our trading
partners have only one goal to weaken
our trade laws so they can gain an un-
fair competitive advantage. A number
of WTO Members have put forward
some specific proposals. I want to high-
light today a few examples of new
international obligations that have
been proposed by WTO Members, and
that would obviously result in a weak-
ening of U.S. trade laws, including:
One, a ‘‘public interest’’ rule politi-
cizing and encumbering the adminis-
trative processes under which these
laws are currently applied; two, a re-
quirement to exempt from trade rem-
edy measures items alleged to be in
‘‘short supply’’ in the domestic mar-
ket; three, a so-called ‘‘lesser duty’’
rule limiting antidumping and counter-
vailing duties to some amount less
than the calculated margin of dumping
or subsidy, such as the amount sup-
posedly necessary to offset the injury;
and four, any extension of faulty dis-
pute resolution models such as Chapter
19 of the NAFTA.

Mr. President, there are other exam-
ples, but these are some of the key con-
cerns that I have and I know many of
my colleagues share. I also want to em-
phasize that this is very much a bipar-
tisan issue. Members on both sides of
the aisle feel strongly about protecting
U.S. trade laws. And along those lines,
I believe my good friend and ally in
protecting U.S. trade laws, would like
to express some of his concerns about
this issue.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I certainly
share the Senator’s concern regarding
the potential for new trade agreements
to weaken U.S. trade remedy laws, in
particular the antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws. These essential
laws level the playing field on which
our firms and workers compete inter-
nationally, and serve the crucial func-
tion of offsetting and deterring some of
the most harmful unfair trade prac-
tices affecting international trade
today.

The steady leadership the Senator
has provided on this issue has been ad-
mirable, and I certainly hope the mes-
sage has gotten through. It would be a
serious mistake indeed to think that
an agreement or package of agree-
ments can be successfully presented to

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:53 May 24, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A23MY6.035 pfrm01 PsN: S23PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4800 May 23, 2002
Congress for approval, under fast-track
rules or otherwise, if it includes any
weakening changes to our trade rem-
edy laws.

I believe the Senator has accurately
captured the general definition of a
‘‘weakening’’ change, and I agree fully
with the examples he has laid out. I
want to ask about some other pro-
posals which have already surfaced at
this early stage of the WTO negotia-
tions, and which in my view must be
rejected under the standard set out in
section 2(c)(9).

These proposals include:
One, changes to the rules for ‘‘sun-

set’’ reviews of antidumping and CVD
measures which would make it more
difficult to keep relief in place; two,
additional constraints or criteria for
dumping calculations, in areas where
current WTO rules and U.S. law vest
discretion in the administering author-
ity; and, three, special rules and stand-
ards that would make it easier for a
particular group of countries, such as
developing countries, to utilize inju-
rious dumping or subsidies as a means
of promoting their own industries at
our expense.

Am I correct in my view that accept-
ing any such changes, as some trading
partners have requested, would weaken
our existing trade remedies?

Mr. BAUCUS. Yes, those are cer-
tainly changes that would weaken our
current remedies, and which would fail
the test set out in section 2(c)(9). I also
understand that my colleague and
friend, Senator ROCKEFELLER, who has
worked very closely with me on the de-
fense of our trade remedy laws over the
years, has some points to add con-
cerning section 2(c)(9).

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I also wish to
clarify with my colleagues that section
2(c)(9) is a ‘‘no weakening’’ provision,
and not a ‘‘no net weakening’’ provi-
sion. In other words, the President is
directed to reject any new inter-
national obligation whose acceptance
would impair our current trade rem-
edies in the way you have described—
by making relief costlier, more uncer-
tain, or otherwise harder to achieve
and maintain over time. An agreement
that includes such changes must be re-
jected, and it is no answer—insofar as
section 2(c)(9) and the intent of the
Congress is concerned—to contend that
the agreement in question also in-
cludes some ‘‘strengthening’’ provi-
sions.

That would include any revisions
that intended to ‘‘strengthen’’ the dis-
ciplines governing other countries’
trade laws, including those in the de-
veloping world.

I personally believe that until the
United States has a documented record
of challenging those foreign trade laws
at the WTO—and for some inexplicable
reason we do not—there is no justifica-
tion for saying existing WTO rules are
not sufficient to ensure due process and
transparency in foreign trade laws.

Additionally, I think it is important
to clarify that this negotiating direc-

tive does not preclude U.S. negotiators
from addressing the very serious short-
comings that have become apparent in
the operation of the WTO dispute set-
tlement system. As explained in the Fi-
nance Committee’s report on the TPA
measure, in a series of decisions involv-
ing trade remedy measures, the WTO
Appellate Body and lower dispute set-
tlement panels have fabricated U.S. ob-
ligations which our negotiators never
accepted and have blatantly dis-
regarded the discretion which the Uru-
guay Round negotiators intended for
national investigating authorities to
retain.

These WTO tribunals have violated
their mandate not to increase or re-
duce the rights and obligations of WTO
Members; have imposed their pref-
erences and interpretations, and those
of a biased WTO Secretariat, on the
United States and on other WTO Mem-
bers; and have issued decisions with no
basis in the legal texts they supposedly
were interpreting.

I believe this may be because other
countries have been far more aggres-
sive about challenging our trade laws
at the WTO than we have been in chal-
lenging theirs. The effect has been to
upset the careful balance achieved in
the Uruguay Round by adding new, and
wholly unwarranted, constraints on the
use of trade remedies.

Before we vote on the bill, am I cor-
rect in understanding that section
2(c)(9) does not preclude a forceful U.S.
agenda to address the problems plagu-
ing WTO dispute settlement?

Mr. BAUCUS. The Senator is per-
fectly correct. I might add that the
TPA bill includes several additional
provisions designed to ensure a forceful
U.S. response to the WTO dispute set-
tlement problem, and section 2(c)(9)
presents no barrier whatsoever in that
regard.

LIVESTOCK AND MEAT PRODUCTS AS
PERISHABLE AND CYCLICAL PRODUCTS

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to
enter into a colloquy regarding the
coverage of trade promotion authority.
My understanding is that TPA includes
special provisions regarding perishable
and cyclical products. It is my under-
standing that this language would
clearly cover livestock and fresh meat
products as they are perishable and cy-
clical agricultural products.

I believe that the language and the
coverage are clear, but want to make
sure that our negotiators are well
aware of our intent and coverage of
this legislation and the expectations
we have for inclusion in future trade
agreements.

Reasonable people know that fresh
meat is perishable, but many people
may not be aware that livestock can be
perishable as well. Cattle ready for
slaughter, for example, must be proc-
essed within two to three weeks of
reaching their optimal weight. Once
above the optimal weight, cattle gain
fat and not muscle. With this quality
loss, livestock producers suffer drastic
price discounts that can wipe out their

profits. Clearly meat production and
livestock are also cyclical. Again, tak-
ing cattle as an example, the price fol-
lows a 10-year-cattle-cycle—the expan-
sion and contraction of the nation’s
cattle herd have historically affected
cattle prices.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise
in support of my colleague’s interpre-
tation. It seems quite clear to me. This
is important to the meat and livestock
industry. For example, TPA addresses
eliminating the practices of foreign
governments that adversely affect the
trade of perishable and cyclical prod-
ucts, and the elimination of such prac-
tices in the livestock and meat sector
would be to the advantage of U.S. pro-
ducers. No reasonable person would
suggest that the definition of perish-
able and cyclical agricultural products
would fail to cover livestock and meat
production.

TPA also calls for improving import
relief mechanisms to recognize the spe-
cial characteristics of perishable and
cyclical products, which would include
livestock and meat. Such improve-
ments to import relief mechanisms
could include faster and more effective
time frames for imposing import relief
measures as well as improved means of
determining industry support in im-
port relief investigations. Along the
same lines, TPA provides that U.S. im-
port relief measures for perishable and
cyclical agricultural products should
be as accessible and timely as those of
other countries.

TPA also states that the U.S. Trade
Representatives, prior to commencing
negotiations concerning agriculture,
shall work to develop a position on per-
ishable and seasonal products that will
lead to an international consensus on
the treatment of these products in
dumping and safeguard investigations
‘‘and in any other relevant areas.’’ I
understand that livestock and meat
production would be included in these
negotiations as they are clearly cov-
ered under the definition of perishable
and cyclical agricultural products.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues for their com-
ments and I agree completely with
them that the definition of perishable
and cyclical agricultural products in-
cludes livestock and meat production.
It is clear to me that there can be no
other reading of the legislation and I
believe that our colleagues intended
for these products to be covered. We ex-
pect our negotiators, to include these
products under these provisions.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I also
agree with my colleagues, views on this
important issue. The intention of the
members on this matter is clear: The
definition of perishable and cyclical ag-
ricultural products includes livestock
and meat production.

ENFORCEMENT OF PROPER LABELING OF BASA
FISH

Mrs. LINCOLN. Every authorization
of fast-track authority since the Trade
Act of 1974 has been accompanied by a
strong confirmation of Congressional
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intent that U.S. law will be vigorously
enforced to ensure that the increased
trade enabled by agreements reached
under the negotiating authority is fair.

This year, Congress has responded to
a failure to enforce existing law by
twice enacting provisions to ensure
that imported species of fish are not il-
legally passed off in the U.S. market as
‘‘catfish.’’ The Food and Drug Adminis-
tration has consistently authorized
only North American Freshwater Cat-
fish to be marketed as ‘‘catfish’’ in the
United States, a practice that has ex-
isted commercially for over thirty
years. U.S. law now prevents other spe-
cies from using the term catfish in la-
beling or advertising. Let me be clear,
the vast majority of this imported spe-
cies of fish has never, and I repeat,
never, reached American consumers
under any legal name. It has reached
the consumer in significant quantities
only being misbranded as ‘‘catfish.’’

Congress most recently addressed
this illegal misbranding in the farm
bill, known officially as the Farm Se-
curity and Rural Investment Act of
2002, which was signed by the president
last week. The fraud of misbranding
seafood is referred to as ‘‘economic
adulteration.’’ Under U.S. law, eco-
nomic adulteration is illegal at every
level of commerce. Misbranding at the
time of importation, or changing a
legal name after importation, is a vio-
lation of U.S. law. These laws have
simply not been enforced. The relevant
provision in the 2002 farm bill now
makes it clear that false labeling or
advertising of another species of fish as
‘‘catfish’’ is illegal. There is also an
original provision in the 2002 farm bill
that applies to seafood, including the
species that have been misbranded as
‘‘catfish.’’ These provisions of law are a
clear expression of congressional intent
that applicable law must be vigorously
enforced.

This is a necessary condition to the
success of open trade.

I would like to confirm that in grant-
ing Trade Promotion Authority for
trade agreements, Congress intends
that: Government agencies with rel-
evant enforcement authority will exer-
cise their authority sua sponte to pre-
vent the illegal practices that have
plagued our catfish industry; effective
enforcement action will be undertaken
at all levels of trade to prevent the eco-
nomic adulteration that has adversely
affected U.S. catfish farmers and the
consuming public; and enforcement ac-
tion will include addressing violations
of law with respect to misbranding and
other improper labeling, Customs
marks of origin, including misbranding
that indirectly indicates a false origin,
false or misleading representations in
advertising and other practices.

We recognize that problems occur
when our markets are open. However,
our enforcement authorities must ad-
dress those problems quickly and effec-
tively in order to ensure that the in-
creased competition from imports into
our market is on fair terms. It is only

fair competition that provides the ben-
efits we seek for our economy, and that
helps our producers remain inter-
nationally competitive.

Mr. BAUCUS. I can confirm the Sen-
ator’s understanding, and I would like
to express my personal support with re-
spect to preventing the unfair practices
that have threatened our U.S. catfish
industry. Our clear intent is that U.S.
law be fully enforced, not only as it
concerns our catfish farmers but all
U.S. producers, to ensure that trade is
fair.

CERTIFICATION OF TRADE-AFFECTED
INDUSTRIES

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I want
to take a moment to talk with Senator
GRASSLEY about the trade adjustment
assistance bill and the important
amendments that have been offered by
Senators BAYH and EDWARDS.

These amendments would provide
automatic certification for trade-af-
fected industries. I believe that the
Secretary of Labor already has the dis-
cretion to certify particular industries
under the TAA program. And I believe
that she would have the discretion
under the TAA bill we are now consid-
ering.

Mr. GRASSLEY. As the Senator
knows, I support the trade adjustment
assistance program, and recognize
that—beyond some individual compa-
nies and workers—there are also par-
ticular industries that face dislocation
as a result of trade. The recent finding
by the International Trade Commission
regarding the steel industry further
emphasizes this point. In that vein,
there appears to be a need for further
coordination between ITC determina-
tions and Federal assistance given to
workers impacted by trade.

Mr. BAUCUS. This is an important
issue. As a Senator EDWARDS has spo-
ken about many times, the textile in-
dustry has been adversely affected by
increased imports and by companies
shifting production overseas.

And the steel industry, as Senator
BAYH has emphasized, suffers from a
flood of unfairly trade imports. Indeed,
many steel products are covered by the
President’s recent decision to impose
restrictions under our safeguard laws.

So in this case, the ITC has already
made a finding of trade-related injury.
I would encourage the Secretary of
Labor to expeditiously implement pro-
cedures regarding industry-wide cer-
tification.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I agree there needs
to be a stronger tie between ITC find-
ings and worker assistance—specifi-
cally Trade Adjustment Assistance. It
is my understanding that the ITC is
currently required to notify the Sec-
retary of Labor of any affirmative in-
jury determination, and that the Sec-
retary must give expedited consider-
ation to petitions for TAA certification
by workers in the domestic industry.

Mr. BAUCUS. In closing, let me add
that I appreciate the help of you and
your staff in working to reach a bipar-
tisan compromise on this package. I

hope we can continue to move together
in a bipartisan fashion.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I am also pleased
that we were able to come to agree-
ment on a bipartisan trade package. It
was the right thing to do for our na-
tion’s farmers, workers, and
companies.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of an amendment
which recognizes the importance of the
automotive industry to the U.S. econ-
omy and to our international trade
agreements. The auto industry is a cor-
nerstone of the U.S. economy, directly
or indirectly supporting one out of
every 15 jobs in America. Auto manu-
facturing and related industries ac-
count for 6.5 million jobs nationwide,
nearly a quarter million of which are
in my home state of Ohio. Ohio boasts
the 2nd highest auto industry employ-
ment in the country, and that industry
represents $22.6 billion in wages and
benefits for Ohioans. Furthermore, the
production assembly line that charac-
terizes the modern automobile indus-
try was invented in the American Mid-
west and is now used in factories across
the globe.

Currently, the U.S. automotive mar-
ket is the most open and competitive
in the world. Our allies in Europe and
our trading partners in developing na-
tions alike have free access to Amer-
ican markets and consumers. Unfortu-
nately, that is not true for American
auto manufacturers. United States
companies face significant pre-medi-
tated trade barriers in the same coun-
tries that enjoy free trade and exports
to the United States. In fact, the auto-
motive industry trade deficit has ac-
counted for one-third of the total U.S.
trade deficit since 1992.

These results do not represent the in-
tent or spirit of the free trade agree-
ments signed in recent years, such as
NAFTA and GATT, and the time has
come to remove the barriers to free and
open trade for American automobile
manufacturers.

I know firsthand how difficult it is to
open trade for American auto manufac-
turers. I vividly recall the free trade
mission that I led in 1997 to South
Korea. I spent two days with top gov-
ernment leaders and private sector
groups urging them to open their mar-
kets to non-Korean made automobiles.
Quite frankly, although they listened, I
felt I was talking to a brick wall and
received absolutely no satisfaction
whatsoever. On the contrary, the Ko-
rean officials were proud to report that
their imports doubled yet the actual
number of those imports was a mere
fraction of Korea’s total auto sales.

That was 1997 and today—May 22,
2002—5 years later there has been no
progress since I visited. Mr. President,
I would have hoped that things would
have improved. Last year, South Korea
exported more than 1.5 million vehicles
to the world, while importing only
7,747. Also last year, South Korea ex-
ported more than 618,000 vehicles to the
U.S., while importing a mere 2,854 from
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the U.S. In fact, South Korea sells
more cars in the U.S. per day than U.S.
manufacturers sell in South Korea all
year.

In addition to unfair trade regula-
tions, the Korean authorities use an-
other barrier to prevent their citizens
from buying American cars: intimida-
tion. According to auto industry
sources, Koreans caught driving Amer-
ican-made cars can anticipate such pu-
nitive measures as getting pulled over
by the police, being subject to more
parking violations, and even experi-
encing more frequent and severe tax
audits than their neighbors who drive
Korean-made automobiles. Why would
any Korean citizen choose to drive an
American vehicle when faced with con-
sequences like these?

Currently, the Baucus-Grassley TPA
bill includes 14 major objectives for
U.S. trade negotiators. The first of
these objectives is to expand competi-
tive market opportunities for U.S. ex-
ports in foreign markets by reducing or
eliminating tariff and nontariff bar-
riers that prevent U.S. goods from en-
tering these markets. Our amendment
states that as trade agreements are ne-
gotiated in the future, U.S. trade nego-
tiators should specifically aim to open
up export markets for U.S. automakers
and vehicle parts manufacturers.

Opening up export markets for U.S.
automakers and parts manufacturers is
critical, because in the future, the ma-
jority of growth in these industries will
not be in the U.S., but in the devel-
oping nations of Asia, Latin America,
and Eastern Europe. Our amendment
will tell trade negotiators that they
need to make sure that U.S. auto-
makers are in a position to compete
fairly in these high-growth markets.

Today, sales of new passenger vehi-
cles account for nearly 4 percent of
total U.S. GDP. Clearly, the auto-
motive industry is important to the
economic growth and stability of our
economy and we must take action to
protect and strengthen an industry so
vital to our nation.

Our amendment will make a dif-
ference for American manufacturers,
consumers and our economy as a
whole. Without it, one of America’s
most important manufacturing indus-
tries could soon take second place to
foreign competitors. Opening new mar-
kets for our products helps create jobs
and stimulate our economy, both of
which are especially important as we
seek to move out of recession. I urge
my colleagues to join in this growth
and vote for this amendment.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the trade pro-
motion authority bill.

I am glad that we are finally debat-
ing this legislation. For years, the Sen-
ate has given lip service to the need for
TPA. It’s about time we got down to it.

I believe in free and fair trade, and I
believe that TPA is crucial to our na-
tion’s economic future, and it has the
potential to benefit the United States
greatly. Trade creates better jobs. It

creates economic opportunity. And
while some people see free trade as a
zero-sum game where there are winners
and losers, they’re wrong. Healthy
trade makes winners out of everyone
and enables nations to make the best
use of their resources. Strong, vibrant
trade provides a rising tide that lifts
all boats.

We understand this in Kentucky.
Last year, we sold over 48.8 billion
worth of exports in more than 100 na-
tions abroad. This includes over $1 bil-
lion in agricultural products. Mr.
President, this provided a real and
meaningful boost to our local economy.

Best of all, countries that trade to-
gether do not fight and are less likely
to work against each other. Instead,
trade helps bring nations together in
working toward a common goal of mu-
tual economic benefit instead of armed
conflict. In the wake of September
11th, this is more important than ever.

The United States needs Trade Pro-
motion Authority. It expired almost
eight years ago, and our trade policy
has been adrift since them. If America
is going to continue as the world’s eco-
nomic superpower, and to remain fully
engaged in the international market-
place, we need to give President Bush
the ability to effectively negotiate
trade agreements with other nations.

Currently, the United States only
has three preferential trade compacts;
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment with Canada and Mexico; a free
trade agreement with Israel; and, our
trade agreement with Jordan. But in
recent years our trading partners
around the world have at last count en-
tered into almost 150 preferential trade
compacts.

These are missed opportunities for
us. Other nations are talking and nego-
tiating. They are enacting treaties to
help their economies and their peoples.
But, we are being left behind.

Passing a good, clean TPA bill would
give us a chance at getting in on the
action. It would lead to better paying
jobs for our workers, and give them the
opportunity to prove once again that
they are the best and most productive
in the entire world. Only by passing
TPA and entering into new and better
compacts will we be able to knock
down discriminatory, unfair trade bar-
riers and to increase the flow of goods
and services we can sell abroad.

If we want a seat at the negotiating
table. If we want to offer more eco-
nomic opportunity to American work-
ers, we have to pass TPA. If we don’t,
we will literally be missing the boat.

Until we pass TPA, other nations are
going to be very hesitant about enter-
ing into compacts with us. No other
country is going to want to negotiate
with a President who then has to sub-
mit a treaty to a Congress which has
the power to nitpick every single line
of an agreement to death. Trade trea-
ties are complex, interwoven agree-
ments. Each individual bit is not per-
fect. But taken together as a whole,
they typically promote our national in-
terest.

I am sure that if every Member of
Congress has their way, they would re-
write line by line provisions in each of
the major treaties we have passed in
recent years. That sort of politicking
might play well to individual constitu-
encies back home, but it doesn’t serve
the larger economic interest of Amer-
ica.

To my colleagues who don’t like TPA
and think that it is an unwise delega-
tion of congressional authority, I have
to disagree with them. Passing this bill
still gives every single member of Con-
gress the right to support or oppose a
treaty they don’t like. Under TPA, I
have voted for treaties I like, and
against treaties I don’t like. It might
not be the perfect way to legislate, but
it is effective and fair.

Every President since Gerald Ford
has had TPA. I supported TPA—or
‘‘fast track’’ or whatever you want to
call it—for President Reagan. I sup-
ported it for the last President Bush. I
supported it for President Clinton. And
I support if for our current President. I
voted for it the last time I had the op-
portunity, in 1998 when it came to the
floor and lost in the other body.

And I support TPA now.
Like I said before, TPA is not per-

fect, but it’s effective. And the bill in
front of us today is not perfect.

I have supported amendments to help
steel workers and textile workers that
failed on the floor. I wish they hadn’t.
In Kentucky, we have a good steel in-
dustry, and I want to nourish it along.
It’s been hard hit in the last few years
by the dumping in the United States of
cheap foreign steel that has unfairly
and illegally cut the legs out from
under our domestic producers.

In south-central Kentucky, many of
my constituents who used to work in
the textile mills have been left high
and dry when companies moved abroad
in the wake of NAFTA, by the way an
agreement that I opposed under the old
fast-track rules.

I would like to do more in this bill
for them. Workers in those industries
need our help. They show that all trade
agreements aren’t perfect.

We are at least including some mean-
ingful trade adjustment assistance in
the package to help those who are
forced to transition to different jobs
because of trade. Expanded trade usu-
ally leads to better jobs for workers.
But they often need smart, effective as-
sistance to make the change to new oc-
cupations. I support trade adjustment
assistance to help them. The last time
Congress considered TAA provisions
was in 1998 when the other body looked
at this issue. I was a member then, and
I voted for $1 billion in trade adjust-
ment assistance for dislocated workers.
Fortunately, this type of assistance
often helps workers move more quickly
back into the workforce.

I support the training and education
provisions in this legislation. They will
help. Will they be enough? I don’t
know.

As for the rest of the TAA package, I
believe there are some problems with
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the structuring of the new health and
wage benefits that I would like to see
cleaned up in conference.

After years of budget surpluses, we
are back to looking square in the face
of a budget deficit in 2002 and beyond.
Now the pending legislation proposes
to add potentially billions in new enti-
tlement spending to the deficit each
year. A budget crunch is not the time
to guarantee new entitlements no mat-
ter how well intentioned they are.

By passing this legislation before us
now, we would be cutting off our nose
to spite our face, encouraging free
trade and more economic activity on
the one hand, and growing the federal
budget deficit by leaps and bounds on
the other hand. That doesn’t make eco-
nomic sense, and that sort of con-
tradiction would eventually catch up
to us and lead to even bigger problems.

Also, if you read the fine print of the
health and wage sections, I think you
will find that it is so complicated that
it might not even work. I am afraid
that it might offer a false promise of
assistance to workers who need help
the most.

For instance, the wage supplemental
provision would require the federal
government to pay up to $5,000 for up
to two years to workers over 50 years
old if they lose their jobs due to trade
activity and they take a lower paying
job.

I am afraid that this proposal would
actually discourage workers from tak-
ing similar paying or higher paying
jobs. It just doesn’t make sense to me
to encourage people not to work. In-
stead of this approach, it would help
more if we ploughed this money back
into education and retraining.

Everyone knows the old saying about
providing a man a fish so he can eat
today or teaching him how to fish so he
can feed himself forever. I think that
applies here.

We also have to ask how well will
these new entitlements be managed
and who will do it. Who’s going to be in
charge of determining whether or not a
worker lost their job because of trade?
What agency is going to manage the
nuts and bolts of this potentially gi-
gantic program? How will the IRS re-
spond to the administration if another
health tax credit is being dumped on
its plate? There are just too many un-
answered questions.

In the end, I am afraid we might not
be able to keep many of the promises
my colleagues want to make under the
Trade Adjustment Assistance section.
For many workers who are struggling
now, that would be the cruelest thing
we could do to them.

The TAA provisions still pose many
unanswered questions, and I hope that
we will first focus on the areas that
have worked before—job training and
education—before going off into new
entitlement programs that might not
really work and actually serve to un-
dermine the larger goals of the overall
legislation.

In conclusion, this isn’t a perfect bill.
I, like all of my colleagues, would

write it differently. But is a good effort
on an important subject that America
must address if we are going to secure
our economic future. As I noted earlier,
it’s been four years since either body
voted on TPA, and the failure of the
House to pass a bill in 1998 has led to
years of delay. We cannot let that hap-
pen again. We have to vote to pass this
bill.

I am not willing to let the perfect be
the enemy of the good, and I urge sup-
port for the legislation.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the Dayton-Craig
amendment. This amendment reduces
Trade Promotion Authority to some-
thing that exists in name only. With
all due respect to the sponsors of this
amendment, it is a backdoor attempt
to gut this bill and still allow people to
say they voted for free trade. It would
have a chilling effect on international
trade negotiations.

Supporters of the Dayton-Craig
amendment claim that unless you sup-
port their amendment then you do not
support upholding U.S. trade laws.
Nothing could be further from the
truth.

I stand before you as a strong free
trader who is a proponent of vigorous
enforcement of our country’s trade
laws. I supported NAFTA and GATT as
Governor and PNTR for China as a
Senator. I’ve seen Ohio benefit from
NAFTA with a net increase of approxi-
mately 55,000 jobs and I’ve seen it also
lose out as a result of our President
not having Trade Promotion Author-
ity.

At the same time, no one cares more
about making sure our trade laws are
followed. Ohio has lost tens of thou-
sands of steelworker jobs as a result of
foreign steel dumping, which led me to
urge the President to use Section 201
authority to help provide relief to our
nation’s steel industry. He did so and
our steel industry now has a breather
to reconstitute itself and regain its
competitive footing.

I also have been a committed advo-
cate of strengthening enforcement of
our trade laws by addressing the
human capital needs in the Commerce
Department’s international trade divi-
sions. I recently held a hearing in
which I pushed Undersecretary for
International Trade Grant Aldonis on
the need to address these very con-
cerns.

In little more than a year in office
this Administration has already dem-
onstrated its commitment to U.S trade
laws. In a letter to Congress this week,
Commerce Secretary Don Evans, Agri-
culture Secretary Ann Veneman and
U.S. Trade Representative Robert
Zoellick point out:

We have been committed not just to pre-
serving U.S. trade laws, but more impor-
tantly, to using them. The Administration
initiated an historic Section 201 investiga-
tion that led to the imposition of wide-rang-
ing safeguards for the steel industry. The
Administration’s willingness to enforce vig-
orously our trade laws, in Canadian lumber
and other cases, sends the clearest signal of

our interest in defending these laws in the
WTO.

Our trade laws are part of the overall
trade equation that enhances American
competitiveness by helping to guar-
antee new access to world markets.
They require the approval of Congress
before any changes are made. To buy
the argument that opposition to this
amendment equates to relinquishing
control of our trade laws is to believe
that Congress is simply going to give
up its legislative duty to the executive
branch. That is not going to happen.
The argument is simply groundless and
without merit.

Additionally, logic dictates that no
trade negotiator is going to agree to
something which will automatically be
rejected by Congress. The congres-
sional observers guarantee that Con-
gress is aware of what is being nego-
tiated as it is happening. Congress has
the final say in approving trade deals
with its final vote and if I am confident
of anything it is that this body is will-
ing to hold up any and all legislation
that gives a member even the most
minor case of heartburn.

Trade Promotion Authority does not
equate to gutting our trade laws. This
Administration has already proven
itself to be a strong defender of our
trade laws and, regardless, Congress
has the final say over legislation, not
the executive branch.

Furthermore, this amendment should
be opposed because of the chilling ef-
fect it will have on the negotiating
process. Sufficient safeguards already
exist in the TPA legislation to guar-
antee the legitimate and constitutional
role of Congress as the final guardian
of trade law. This amendment goes be-
yond that, however, with limits which
would essentially allow additional and
superfluous votes to hold hostage
international trade negotiations.

As a manager, I would never assign a
task to someone without also empow-
ering them with the tools and author-
ity to get the job done. Dayton-Craig
takes those tools away. Its effect
wouldn’t be felt somewhere down the
road, it would have an impact now,
today. The very fact that this amend-
ment has been offered has had an im-
pact already on our trading partners, I
am sure.

Again, Ambassador Zoellick writes
that:

The rest of the world will determine that
the U.S. Congress has ruled out even discus-
sion of a major topic. Other countries will
refuse to discuss their own sensitive sub-
jects, unraveling the entire trade negotia-
tion to the detriment of U.S. workers, farm-
ers and consumers.

Without the ability to engage our
trading partners effectively on their
own trade laws, we cannot hope to see
other countries raise their laws to U.S.
standards. Our country’s exports are
frequently targeted by foreign trade in-
terests for action. Between 1995 and
2000, our exports were targeted for ac-
tion in foreign countries 81 times.
Other governments do not necessarily
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share our commitment to fair and open
procedures, such as those conducted by
our International Trade Commission.

To prevent unfair trade actions
against our exporters, we must have
the leverage to engage them construc-
tively. This amendment strips us of
that ability, which is one reason 79 ag-
ricultural groups urge us to reject the
Dayton-Craig amendment.

If anyone is opposed to free trade, I
urge them to vote their conscience.
While I disagree with them, I respect
their position, but don’t pretend to be
for free trade and then call for an
amendment which guts the ability of
our President to negotiate the agree-
ments that make free trade a reality.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, it had been
my hope that the Senate would vote
today on my amendment to the Baucus
substitute amendment No. 3401 to the
trade bill, H.R. 3009. Sadly, that will
not be the case because of procedural
roadblocks that foreshadow the kinds
of obstacles that passage of the under-
lying bill will raise when we consider
future trade agreements in the Senate.

My amendment is about fairness for
secondary workers who I believe are
being treated unfairly. This is why I
voted against cloture for the under-
lying substitute, and one of the reasons
why I will vote against the bill on final
passage.

Nonetheless, I want to take a few
moments to point out the plight of sec-
ondary workers, and urge my col-
leagues to pay close attention to the
issue as it continues to develop after
we pass this bill later today. Several
things have been said on the Senate
floor about trade adjustment assist-
ance, TAA, and secondary workers dur-
ing the length of this discourse on
trade, and I think it is important to go
back and highlight some of them and
reiterate what the truth is in this de-
bate.

Most importantly, I think it is im-
perative that we realize that however
many jobs we may create through ex-
port-related activities, we may lose
many more due to the impact of im-
ports. The choice before us is, how do
we treat those workers adversely im-
pacted by trade agreements in the fu-
ture? Is it not fair to try to change the
rules governing our trade policy to
make a more fair and equitable dis-
tribution of benefits to those harmed?

If my colleagues believe that is the
case for some workers, as dem-
onstrated by the support for TAA in
NAFTA and the reauthorization of the
program in the legislation before us,
then it should be the case for all work-
ers. It continues that this should mean
that TAA is available for a particular
worker whether they are employed by
a factory that is directly shut down by
trade, or if they work for a company
that supplied parts to that first fac-
tory, only if that particular worker has
become unemployed due to the effects
of trade.

I mentioned in my earlier remarks
that the TAA Program has been a suc-

cessful one since its inception, and I
want to reiterate that. In fact, since
April 1975 through December 2001, al-
most 3 million workers were certified
as TAA eligible. However, almost 2.5
million workers were also denied cer-
tification. This demonstrates the de-
mand for this important program, but
also reflects the fact that it is a dif-
ficult process—something that would
not be altered should we allow sec-
ondary workers to be a part of it.

Another point I would like to reit-
erate from my earlier remarks is the
fact that since the ratification of
NAFTA, TAA has applied to secondary
workers that lose their jobs as a result
of the NAFTA trade agreement. In
fact, a total of almost 700,000 workers
applied for NAFTA–TAA certification
from January 1994 through December
2001, and over 400,000 were granted cer-
tification.

Although the exact numbers of how
many of those beneficiaries were sec-
ondary workers are unknown, the fact
remains that they have the right to
apply for eligibility. Unfortunately,
under the pending bill, secondary
workers whose jobs have been lost due
to a possible trade agreement with
Chile, or Singapore, or any other coun-
try, will not be eligible to even apply
for certification under TAA.

Now let me relay some facts about
secondary workers and TAA. A GAO re-
port from October 2000 estimated that
there could be from 34,000 to 211,000 sec-
ondary workers annually who could po-
tentially apply for TAA benefits. This
reflects the depth and reach of trade’s
effects on the livelihoods of American
workers.

Another GAO report from July 2001
showed that $494 million was expended
on re-training for about 170,000 workers
under TAA. This breaks down to less
than $3,000 per worker. I think many
would agree that is a small sum com-
paratively speaking, particularly when
one considers the amount of training
or schooling an individual can gain
from that amount of money.

It is precisely these kinds of workers
that so need this type of investment in
training and schooling. The GAO re-
ports I earlier referenced cited the fact
that about 80 percent of workers using
TAA benefits in fiscal years 1999 and
2000 had a high school education or
less, compared to 42 percent in the
labor force as a whole.

In other words, this is a modest in-
crease in funds for TAA benefits that
will go a long way toward a worker’s
developments of new skills, and re-
entry into the workforce to be a pro-
ductive citizen once again.

It is not an excuse to claim that the
Department of Labor does not have
adequate resources and staffing to deal
with an expansion of the TAA Program
to secondary workers. First of all, the
Department has the experience in deal-
ing with this issue, since it already de-
cides on certification for secondary
workers under NAFTA. Second, I be-
lieve we have a responsibility to add

funding for the Department of Labor in
order for it to be able to deal with a po-
tentially larger increase in its work-
load.

This issue is part of our choice here—
do we discount these workers who have
added to the economy, who pay taxes,
and who provide for their family, just
because they do not happen to be di-
rectly employed by a particular firm
that was shut down by trade? Again,
this is unfair treatment to a segment
of our population that deserves our
help.

I thank the Chair.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise

to join the debate over trade promotion
authority legislation before the Sen-
ate.

I am in my 10th year as a member of
the U.S. Senate and I have consistently
voted for measures to open new mar-
kets to our exporters and our workers.

Today, I will vote for trade pro-
motion authority, or TPA. New export
opportunities for Washington State
will support economic recovery and ex-
pansion.

Washington State is the most trade-
dependent State in the country. Inter-
national trade matters tremendously
to each and every region of my State
and to every sector of our economy.
Trade matters to my State in good and
bad economic times. We are an export
State. We have a trade surplus. We are
also a port State and gateway to Asia
and the world.

My constituents benefit from trade
at every point. We grow the commod-
ities. We move containers and cargo
from ships to rail to destinations
throughout the country. We manufac-
ture, build, design, develop, finance and
insure goods and services traded glob-
ally each and every day. Trade jobs—
estimated to be one in three jobs in
Washington State—are good family
wage jobs in my State.

Importantly, this legislation also sig-
nificantly expands trade adjustment
assistance. I have always supported
trade adjustment assistance. I com-
mend the Finance Committee, the
Democratic leader and the bipartisan
work which led to the expanded TAA
package in this legislation.

I was a cosponsor of S. 1209, the
Trade Adjustment Assistance for
Workers, Farmers, Fisherman, Commu-
nities and Firms Act of 2002. The TAA
language in this legislation is really a
product of S. 1209 and the bipartisan
work of many in the Senate to expand
TAA.

More workers will be eligible for
trade adjustment assistance. Some
workers from secondary industries will
be covered for the first time under the
Senate TPA bill.

The Senate legislation provides com-
munity assistance, particularly to
rural communities, who see significant
job loss related to trade. Communities
will have the opportunity to seek grant
assistance to implement economic di-
versification plans.

Farmers and fishermen will also be
eligible for TAA assistance.
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Importantly, the Senate bill provides

new health benefits to displaced work-
ers. A new 70 percent up-front, refund-
able tax credit for COBRA coverage
will enable many workers and their
families to keep their health insur-
ance.

The Senate has considered a number
of important amendments and issues in
this debate over trade promotion au-
thority. I voted for a number of impor-
tant message amendments. I encourage
the administration as it eventually
moves forward with trade talks to give
serious consideration to the expressed
will of the Senate.

I expect a significant bipartisan vote
for trade promotion authority today.
Then the legislation must go to con-
ference with legislation adopted by the
House of Representatives. The House
TPA bill is very different from the Sen-
ate bill. Conference committees require
compromise, and I anticipate changes
to the Senate-passed version.

Regardless of the conference com-
mittee outcome, the administration
should not disregard the Senate TPA
debate. The Senate addressed some
very difficult issues. In future trade
talks, the administration will be called
upon to address issues like those raised
on the Senate floor. Some in this body
will judge trade agreements submitted
to the Congress on these issues. The
administration now knows a great deal
about the concerns of the Congress.
There will be fewer surprises for either
the Congress or the administration as
the future negotiations occur thanks in
part to the Senate debate.

I want to be very clear about my ex-
pectations for the upcoming TPA con-
ference committee. I strongly believe
any agreement between the House and
the Senate must include the Senate
trade adjustment assistance package.

It is tremendously important to me
that we do all we can to boost jobs and
create jobs that rely on international
trade. Expanded trade is a recipe for
economic growth in Washington State.
That is why I will vote for trade pro-
motion authority and advocate for my
State’s many trade interests with the
President and this administration.

At the same time, I know that every
worker, every industry, every commu-
nity does not share the benefits of ex-
panded trade equally. Where disloca-
tion and hardship occurs, as a result of
international trade, our government
should play an activist role in helping
workers and communities through
these changing and challenging eco-
nomic times.

The Congress has an opportunity to
do both on this legislation. We can
move forward to create and protect
trade jobs. And we can do the right
thing in helping workers and commu-
nities combat unfair foreign trade
practices and the changes in the global
economy.

TPA, or fast track, has been granted
to every administration since Presi-
dent Gerald Ford was in office. Con-
gress has granted this authority to

Democratic and Republican Presidents.
Granting this authority which I will
support does not obligate any Senator
to support an agreement. And I will
certainly scrutinize any agreement
submitted to the Congress by the
President under TPA.

My vote for trade promotion author-
ity is a vote to open markets to U.S.
exporters and their workers. It is a
vote for equitable and reciprocal access
to foreign markets. The U.S. market-
place is the world’s largest market, and
our market is open with few restric-
tions to the world. I want to see the
President go abroad on behalf of the
American people with the goal of open-
ing markets and supporting U.S. work-
ers.

My vote for trade promotion author-
ity is a call on the President and the
administration to strengthen the inter-
national trade system and particularly,
to strengthen the dispute settlement
process for trade disputes. The Senate
legislation contains important trans-
parency guidance to the administra-
tion calling for public access to WTO
and other international trade pro-
ceedings.

My vote for trade promotion author-
ity represents my continued belief that
environmental protection and worker
rights are legitimate trade issues.
These issues must be included in trade
negotiations if the Congress is to con-
tinue to have bipartisan support for
international trade initiatives.

The Senate legislation contains a
number of negotiating objectives of
great importance to Washington. The
legislation directs U.S. negotiators to
seek a revision of WTO rules that dis-
advantage the U.S. in tax cases like
foreign sales corporations which ben-
efit U.S. exporters. Additionally, the
Senate bill provides guidance to the
administration in a number of impor-
tant Washington state industries like
agriculture and high-technology.

Of great importance to me and to
Washington State is the Senate lan-
guage on trade in commercial aircraft.
This legislation directs U.S. nego-
tiators to address the use of unfair sub-
sidies and non-tariff barriers by Airbus.
I continue to believe Airbus manipu-
lates the commercial aircraft market
through subsidies and an assortment of
non-competitive practices. I have met
with the U.S. Trade Representative re-
garding Airbus. I fully support the lan-
guage in this bill to address unfair
trade practices in commercial aircraft.

I will vote for passage for this legis-
lation, and I encourage my colleagues
to send a strong message of support for
trade and economic expansion.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise today to express my strong con-
cerns about the trade difficulties suf-
fered by our Nation’s asparagus grow-
ers, and to discuss an important
amendment I attempted to offer to the
trade bill. Unfortunately, my amend-
ment was blocked by some of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle.

I know that in many respects global
trade holds great promise for agri-

culture by opening new markets and
building new demand for the bountiful,
nutritious food and fiber that is grown
in America. But, some commodities
have been harmed by past trade agree-
ments. That is an important fact that
should have been acknowledged and ad-
dressed during the Senate’s debate on
trade agreements.

Under preferential treatment pro-
vided through the Andean Trade Pref-
erences Act (ATPA), Andean countries,
like Peru, have been shipping duty-free
asparagus to the United States since
1992. The asparagus market is ex-
tremely sensitive to these imports.
Many of the growers in my state fore-
cast an end to domestic asparagus pro-
duction if something is not done soon
to help. Last year alone, growers in
Michigan lost $2.9 million due to com-
peting duty free asparagus imported
from Peru.

I support the goal of the ATPA B to
encourage economic growth in Andean
nations as an alternative to the pro-
duction and export of illegal, narcotic
drugs to the United States B but not at
the expense of the entire domestic as-
paragus industry. Since enactment of
ATPA, shipments of fresh asparagus
from one Andean nation, Peru, have in-
creased from 14.5 percent of total im-
ports to 41.3 percent. Since 1992, ship-
ments of frozen asparagus from Peru
have increased from 3 percent of total
imports to 71.4 percent.

I authored an amendment that would
have helped to resolve this trade situa-
tion and that would have provided
some relief to domestic asparagus
growers. My amendment was cospon-
sored by Senators LEVIN, MURRAY,
CANTWELL, BOXER, and FEINSTEIN.

The amendment would have allowed
preferential treatment of Andean as-
paragus up to a certain point and then
established a safeguard for domestic
growers. In sum, my amendment al-
lowed Andean imports of duty free as-
paragus up to 30 percent of the total
imports of asparagus into the U.S. per
year. Once the 30 percent threshold was
met, duty free treatment would be sus-
pended for the remainder of the cal-
endar year.

This was a reasonable solution that
would have helped both our nation’s as-
paragus growers and would have al-
lowed imported Andean asparagus to
compete on a level playing field. It is
unfortunate that this amendment was
not included in the trade bill. I intend
to continue to work on this issue and
consider other programs, such as mar-
ket loss payments, that may provide
some relief to the asparagus growers in
my state and across the nation.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise today
in support of final passage of this trade
legislation. But I do so with the under-
standing and the hope that a number of
items in the bill now before us will, in
the coming weeks, be adequately ad-
dressed in conference with the House. I
therefore voice my support, but not un-
conditionally.

The first element of this legislation,
which frankly should have been passed

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 05:39 May 24, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A23MY6.052 pfrm01 PsN: S23PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4806 May 23, 2002
separately earlier this year on the
basis of its nearly unanimous support,
is the extension and expansion of the
Andean Trade Preference Act (ATPA).

The Andean Trade Preference Act
was conceived a decade ago as part of a
mutual effort between the United
States and the Andean countries to
strengthen our economies, which in
turn, would help us in the war against
drugs. In 10 years of existence, ATPA
has become an essential tool for the
commercial interchange between the
United States and the Andean region.
Approximately 140,000 new jobs have
been created in the Andean region over
this time period, and the steady flow of
investment has helped to double two
way trade between the United States
and the region. Furthermore, great
strides have been made in the war
against drugs; important drug cartels
were disbanded, and hundreds of co-
caine labs were destroyed.

Today, the Andean region faces a
very critical moment. ATPA is essen-
tial to guarantee sustainability of the
achievements we have made over the
last decade, and to encourage further
progress toward the shared goal of ne-
gotiating the Free Trade Area of the
Americas (FTAA). I am very pleased
that the Senate will act, albeit late, to
extend this critical trade act.

Before I dwell on the concerns I have
with trade-promotion authority por-
tion of this bill, let me first speak to
its strengths. Since trade-promotion
authority lapsed in 1994, America has
stood on the sidelines while other
countries have brokered trade agree-
ments that benefit their workers, their
businesses, and their economies. Soon
after taking office, President Bush
called on Congress to grant him trade-
promotion authority to reassert Amer-
ica’s leadership in promoting U.S.
goods and the expertise of our work-
force to more markets. The need for ex-
panded markets dramatically intensi-
fied after our nation’s economy under-
went a decline last March, and the
events of September 11th forced so
many Americans out of their jobs.

Trade-promotion authority provides
the President with the flexibility he
needs to negotiate strong international
trade agreements on behalf of U.S.
workers and farmers while maintaining
Congress’ constitutional role over U.S.
trade policy. It represents a thoughtful
approach to addressing the complex re-
lationship between international trade,
worker rights, and the environment
without undermining the fundamental
purpose and proven effectiveness of
trade-promotion authority procedures.
The bill before us will help us to
achieve this goal. It not only sends a
message that we are serious about the
principle of open markets, but it will
be a powerful example, to nations
around the world, of what trade-pro-
motion authority can deliver: eco-
nomic prosperity on a grand scale.

Specifically, it gives the administra-
tion the authority to negotiate and
bring back trade agreements to Con-

gress that will reduce trade barriers,
especially those based on unsound
science, relating to the manufacturing,
services, agriculture, intellectual prop-
erty, investment, and e-commerce in-
dustries. It helps to eliminate subsidies
that decrease market opportunities for
U.S. agriculture, and unfairly distort
markets to the detriment of the United
States. It preserves U.S. sovereignty
while enabling new trade agreements
that will create solid economic growth,
higher-paying jobs for hard-working
Americans, improved efficiency and in-
novation, and increased availability of
attractively priced products in the U.S.
market.

The Office of the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentatives is similarly directed to
vigorously enforce U.S. trade-remedy
laws and avoid agreements which less-
en the effectiveness of U.S. anti-
dumping or countervailing duty laws.
This bill contains negotiating objec-
tives on investment to increase trans-
parency for the dispute settlement
process, calling for standards for expro-
priation and compensation that are
consistent with United States legal
principles and practice in an effort to
eliminate frivolous claims. Perhaps
most importantly, it expands and im-
proves consultations between the ad-
ministration and Congress, before, dur-
ing, and after trade negotiations and in
the development of an implementing
bill.

Also included in this legislation is
language I authored to suspend for a
period of five years the 4.9 percent tar-
iff on steam generators for nuclear fa-
cilities. These generators are not man-
ufactured in the United States. Tariffs
should never be imposed on products
that are not domestically manufac-
tured, especially those products that
are critical for maintaining the U.S.
domestic supply of energy.

This tariff amounts to a ‘‘tax’’ of ap-
proximately $1.5 million per generator
on consumers of electricity in those
states where utilities will have to im-
port from overseas to meet the imme-
diate need to replace aging steam gen-
erators, which cost would be passed on
to ratepayers. In the case of the Palo
Verde, Arizona plant—the nation’s
largest nuclear power facility in terms
of production—the additional cost, due
to the tariff, is over $8.2 million for the
six generators that it will need to im-
port.

Failure to suspend this tariff will un-
fairly result in higher energy prices for
consumers, as the utility companies
will almost certainly pass on this tax
to its customers.

This bill also includes the Kyl Cus-
toms Border Security Act amendment,
added unanimously by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee in December 2001,
which will provide significant author-
ity to help facilitate legitimate trade,
reduce illegal drug and contraband
trafficking and eliminate threats of
terrorism.

The Kyl amendment authorizes fund-
ing to increase the very tools by which

the Customs Service facilities cross-
border trade, and fights terrorism and
narcotics trafficking. Under the
amendments, Customs on the South-
west border will receive funding for
high-technology equipment, including
container inspection equipment, auto-
mated targeting systems and surveil-
lance systems, all of which will help to
stop terrorism and illegal drug traf-
ficking. The northern border is also au-
thorized to receive similar valuable
equipment, as are out Gulf Coast sea-
ports.

The Kyl amendment also mandates
that cargo and passenger manifests be
provided in advance to Customs,
whether such cargo or passengers enter
by land, air or sea. I have learned that
this provision is Commissioner
Bonner’s number one anti-terrorism
legislative priority. Advanced elec-
tronic manifest data delivered to Cus-
toms is absolutely necessary for the
agency to identify individuals and
cargo that should not enter the United
States. The amendment also authorizes
funding for personnel, technology and
for Customs’ new computer system,
ACE, Automated Commercial Environ-
ment, to bring the agency’s tracking of
business and their goods entering the
country into the 21st century.

Under the Kyl amendment, the U.S.
Customs Service itself, for the first
time in over a decade, will also be re-
authorized. As our nation’s oldest law
enforcement agency, this is particu-
larly important.

Finally, the Kyl amendment will
close longstanding outbound smuggling
threats by clarifying that the Customs
Service is authorized to search out-
bound international mail. I strongly
believe that this section of the amend-
ment is integral to our efforts to com-
bat money laundering, technology ex-
port violations, and terrorist funding
crimes.

Currently, inbound mail, and most
everything else leaving the country—
cargo containers, luggage, boxes, indi-
vidual persons—and stamped mail on a
person—is searchable by the Customs
Service. The Customs Service is only
precluded from searching outbound
mail. Smugglers may send drugs, fi-
nance terrorism, or send explosives on
aircraft by simply mailing their con-
traband or money out of the country.
My amendment, added to the trade ad-
justment assistance bill during that
bill’s consideration in the Finance
Committee, would authorize the search
of all first class mail by Customs, as
long as the Customs Service has rea-
sonable suspicion about such mail. The
amendment also clarifies, through
codification, that all mail besides that
considered first-class—referred to as
‘‘mail not sealed against inspection—
can be searched without reasonable
suspicion. Under this provision, none of
the mail that is allowed to be searched
is allowed to be read without a war-
rant.

During floor consideration of this
trade package, Senator JON CORZINE
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raised objections to the outbound mail
provision. Although I fully support the
original outbound mail provision, and
will support such provision in con-
ference, I appreciate the efforts of Sen-
ator CORZINE and his staff to work with
me and my staff toward resolution in
this particular debate. Substitute lan-
guage has been accepted by the Senate,
to replace my original language, that
would exempt first-class mail with a
weight of under 16 ounces from the rea-
sonable search authority that we are
attempting to authorize for the Cus-
toms Service. In addition, under this
new language, a requirement has been
placed requiring the State Department
to issue a report about whether or not
the ‘‘in-transit’’ mail authority provi-
sion, which will allow appropriate
searches of international mail destined
for a third country but which travels
through the United States on its way,
is consistent with international law.

Less than three weeks ago the Con-
gress passed, and the President signed
into law, the Enhanced Border Secu-
rity and Visa Entry Reform Act, which
will provide all areas of the Justice De-
partment and the State Department
with personnel and resources to fight
the war on terrorism. In that bill, an
interoperable data sharing system will
aid all federal law enforcement to bet-
ter track and identify would-be terror-
ists. Because of jurisdictional concerns
about customs, that vitally important
bill does not include resources for the
Customs Service. That is why it is so
important that this bill include such
funding. The Kyl Customs Border Secu-
rity Act does so and is an integral part
of my decision to support the overall
package.

Many have spoken about how trade-
promotion authority will help the
United States. I want to speak for a
moment about how trade-promotion
authority will help my home state of
Arizona specifically. This bill will open
new markets worldwide to Arizona
goods and services. That, in turn, will
boost local communities’ economies,
provide job security for the hundreds of
thousands of Arizonans whose work de-
pends on exports—the backbone of the
Arizona economy.

One out of every five manufacturing
job in Arizona is tied to exports. An es-
timated 70,400 Arizona jobs support the
manufactured-goods-for-export indus-
try directly. Wages of workers in jobs
supported by exports are 13 to 18 per-
cent higher than the national average.
Roughly 5,060 Arizona citizens hold
jobs related to agriculture exports. Ari-
zona exported $333 million in agri-
culture in 1999. And last year, Arizona
sold more than $10 billion worth of ex-
ports to nearly 200 foreign markets,
and produced and exported more than
$9.4 billion worth of manufactured
items such as computers, electronics,
machinery, transportation equipment,
fabricated metal products and appli-
ances. Arizona relies on its exports
with export sales of nearly $2,000 for
every state resident. Clearly, trade-

promotion authority only brings more
good news to Arizona’s entrepreneurs
and small businesses.

But as I mentioned above, there is
much that needs to be done before we
can deliver this good news. Let me
briefly elaborate on my specific con-
cerns that will need to be addressed in
conference. First, it is imperative that
we remove the so-called ‘‘Dayton-
Craig’’ language that would permit the
raising of a point of order if the imple-
menting legislation negotiated under
trade-promotion authority amends
U.S. trade remedies law, however tech-
nical or even beneficial the change.
This language, if kept in the final leg-
islation, will unravel successful trade
negotiations, and it is wholly unneces-
sary to add it on top of language al-
ready included and explicitly states in
the bill, i.e., the directive to ‘‘preserve
the ability of the United States to en-
force rigorously its trade laws’’ and
‘‘avoid agreements that lessen the ef-
fectiveness of domestic and inter-
national disciplines on unfair trade.’’

I am also disappointed by the mul-
titude and details of the trade adjust-
ment assistance (TAA) provisions in
this legislation. I firmly believe that,
rather than enacting a whole host of
new entitlements, the best assistance
we can provide to unemployed (or dis-
placed) workers is enhanced free trade,
which will in turn provide greater job
opportunities. However, this legisla-
tion has become burdened with a vari-
ety of new and expended entitlements
that, while well-intentioned, will only
serve to distort the free-market and
delay the inevitable benefits of freer
trade for our citizens.

One of thee provisions is a ‘‘wage in-
surance’’ entitlement, which would
provide up to a $5,000 subsidy for older
TAA-certified workers who are subse-
quently employed at lower-paying jobs.
Aside from a complete lack of data
supporting the efficacy of such a pro-
posal, this provision would create sig-
nificant disincentives for workers to
forgo needed training and/or a more in-
tensive job search. Instead, it will like-
ly result in workers choosing lower
paying and perhaps lower-skilled jobs
with the taxpayers liable for the dif-
ference.

Another provision in this legislation
provides an advanceable, refundable
health insurance tax credit to TAA-
certified workers. The credit is set at
an arbitrarily high percentage of the
premiums’ cost—70 percent—and can
only be used to subsidize the cost of
company-based COBRA or pooled
health insurance policies. Additionally,
it can not be used for the purchase of
individual market policies, which
might better suit the workers’ health
needs at a reduced cost. I believe that
it is unfair for American taxpayers,
many of whom may not have health in-
surance themselves, to provide such a
generous health insurance subsidy.

Despite the serious concerns I have
expressed about these provisions, I in-
tend to vote in favor of this overall leg-

islation at this time. But, as I men-
tioned earlier, this is a qualified vote.
Unless substantial improvement is
made to this legislation during con-
ference, I will not vote for the bill
when it returns.

With few exceptions, I believe that
the House-passed language on TPA,
TAA and ATPA is far superior to the
Senate-passed language. And there are
some specific items that must be ad-
dressed in a House-Senate conference
before I can vote in favor of a final bill.

First, the conference report must
maintain the 2002–2006 suspension of 4.9
percent tariff on steam generators for
nuclear power facilities.

Second, the conference report must
remove the so-called ‘‘Dayton-Craig’’
language.

Third, it must either eliminate or
substantially improve the language
creating a ‘‘wage insurance’’ program
for TAA-certified workers age 50 and
older.

Fourth, the conference report must
also make significant improvements to
the health insurance tax credit for
TAA-certified workers.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues on addressing these con-
cerns, and I hope to be able to vote for
final passage of this important legisla-
tion.

As a matter of principle on the one
hand, and of sound economic policy on
the other, I believe that we must grant
the President trade-promotion author-
ity. And, as has been stated by many of
my colleagues, we must be careful to
ensure that the final language of the
bill preserves this authority. So while I
believe that this bipartisan effort rep-
resents a strong vote in favor of trade-
promotion authority, I caution that
there is still work to be done before it
can be sent to the White House.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, when
fighting for American working men
and women, most members of Congress
want to go into the ring with both
arms swinging. That is why I am at a
loss to understand why some members
of Congress are willing to tie one hand
behind their back when it comes to
trade. The way I see it, fast track ties
one hand behind our collective back
when trade agreements come before the
Congress.

I have some serious concerns with
the Baucus-Grassley fast track legisla-
tion being considered by the Senate.
Granting the President broad fast-
track authority to negotiate trade
agreements means Congress must
adopt a law to implement any trade
agreement on a straight up of down
vote, without the ability to offer
amendments. I believe in free trade. I
support the Jordan Free Trade Agree-
ment, the Vietnam Free Trade Agree-
ment and granting China PNTR. But I
am reluctant to give up the Congres-
sional right to amend trade legislation,
sight unseen. When we do that, we are
throwing away on of the most effective
tools in forcing fairer trade practices.

We should negotiate trade agree-
ments to protect human rights as well
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as labor and environmental standards.
The Senate should have acted to ensure
that these and other provisions ad-
dressing fairness in trade practices are
included in future trade agreements.
The Baucus-Grassley approach doesn’t
provide us with the means to do that
and in fact fall far short of achieving
these goals.

America’s trade policy over the past
30 years has helped create a one-way
street. The U.S. market is one of the
most open in the world, yet we have
failed to achieve foreign markets being
equally open to American products.
Some of the trade agreements the U.S.
has entered into have fallen far short
of opening foreign markets. To ensure
free and fair trade will be achieved in
any future trade agreement, Congress
must not give up its ability to amend
the legislation implementing the
agreement.

I have fought hard to strengthen U.S.
trade laws to help open foreign mar-
kets to American and Michigan prod-
ucts such as automobiles, auto parts,
communications equipment, cherries,
apples, and wood products.

The North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA), enacted January
1, 1994, is a good example of a trade
agreement negotiated under ‘‘fast
track’’ authority. It contained provi-
sions allowing Mexico to protect its
auto industry and discriminate against
U.S. manufactured automobiles used
cars and auto parts for up to 25 years.
It allowed Mexico to require auto man-
ufacturers assembling vehicles in Mex-
ico to purchase 36 percent of their
parts from Mexican parts manufactur-
ers. It also allowed for 25 more years
the Mexican law against selling Amer-
ican used cars in Mexico, a highly dis-
criminatory provision against U.S.
autos.

When NAFTA was presented to Con-
gress, it was an agreement which dis-
criminated against some of the prin-
ciple products that are made in Michi-
gan. I surely could not vote for the bill
the way it was written, nor could I try
to amend the bill because the fast-
track authority the President had at
that time prohibited implementing leg-
islation from being amended. Con-
sequently, after NAFTA was enacted,
the U.S. went from a trade surplus of
$1.7 billion in 1993 to a trade deficit of
$25 billion with Mexico in 2000. Over
the same period, our trade deficit in-
creased from $11 billion to $44.9 billion
with Canada. Since NAFTA was en-
acted, the automotive trade deficit
with Mexico has reached $23 billion.

Moroever, between January, 1994 and
early May 2002, the Department of
Labor certified over 400,000 workers as
having suffered job losses as a result of
increased imports from or plant reloca-
tions to Mexico or Canada. These job
losses occurred all over the country as
well as from around the State of Michi-
gan. For example, 27 employees from
the Blue Water Fiber company in Port
Huron who produced pulp for paper lost
their jobs as a result of NAFTA im-

ports. 129 employees of Alcoe Fujikura
Limited in Owosso who made elec-
tronic radio equipment lost their jobs
to Mexico. 1,133 employees of the Cop-
per Range Mine in the UP lost their
jobs when operations were moved to
Canada. 300 employees of Eagle Ottawa
Leather in Grand Haven who made
leather for automobile interiors lost
their jobs when their jobs moved to
Mexico. The list of NAFTA–TAA cer-
tified jobs losses goes on and on. These
are not job losses from a level playing
field. These are losses from a sloping
field tilted against us.

We have lost too many manufac-
turing jobs because our trade policies
have been so weak over the decades.
I’ve always believed that when coun-
tries raise barriers to our products that
we ought to treat them no better than
they treat us. Fast track authority
makes it more difficult for Congress to
insist on fair treatment for American
products and equal access to foreign
markets.

Calling NAFTA a free trade agree-
ment was disingenuous. NAFTA pro-
tected Mexican industries and it also
gave special treatment to certain in-
dustries. For example, leather products
and footwear got the longest U.S. tariff
phase out—15 years—and it include
safeguard provisions against import
surges in these sectors. Agricultural
Commodities/Fruits and Vegetables in-
cluding sugar, cotton, dairy, peanuts,
oranges, also got a 15-year U.S. tariff
phase out, a quota system, and the re-
imposition of a higher duty if imports
exceed agreed-upon quota levels. It is
clear that those who are represented at
the negotiating table are able to strike
favorable deals to protect certain in-
dustries and products. That is not free
trade.

NAFTA was not the only trade agree-
ment that included specially tailored
provisions for certain products. The
trade bill we are being asked to vote on
contains special provisions to protect
textiles, citrus and some other spe-
ciality agriculture commodities.

The Andean Trade Preferences Act
also protects certain industries. ATPA
expands duty free access to Andean na-
tions for some previously excluded cat-
egories of products but there are sig-
nificant exclusions or special rules that
continue to protect them. The exclu-
sions in the Senate ATPA bill include:
most footwear; textiles and apparel are
included but are subject to a number of
special rules and limitations such as
requiring that certain apparel products
be sewn with U.S. thread in order to re-
ceive duty-free access, requiring the
use of a certain spandex product made
exclusively by the DuPont company,
requiring the use of U.S. yarn through-
out in order to qualify for duty-free ac-
cess; and canned tuna is included but
the Senate bill allows duty free treat-
ment for very limited quantities of
cannot tuna to be imported and subject
to a very restricted rule of origin.

These are special protections being
granted to specific industry sectors.

Why are these products be treated in a
privileged manner over other impor-
tant U.S.-made or grown products?
This is not free trade.

I believe that writing labor and envi-
ronmental standards into trade agree-
ments is an important way to ensure
that free trade is fair trade. Regret-
tably, this legislation does not go far
enough to assure international labor
and environmental standards will be
present in trade agreements. We need
trade agreements with enforceable
labor and environmental provisions but
this bill does not provide it.

This is unfortunate given the U.S.
Senate is already on record supporting
strong labor and environmental stand-
ards in trade agreements. The Senate
passed the Jordan Free Trade Agree-
ment on September 21, 2001. The Jor-
dan agreement broke new ground in its
treatment of labor and environmental
standards in trade agreements. For the
first time, it required that the parties
to the agreement reflect the core inter-
nationally recognized labor rights in
their own domestic labor laws.

The bill the Senate is considering
today does not require countries to im-
plement the core ILO labor standards.
It only requires them to enforce their
existing labor laws, however weak they
may be. It also specifically states that
the U.S. may not retaliate against a
trading partner that lowers or weakens
its labor or environmental laws.

This language undercuts our ability
to negotiate strong labor and environ-
mental standards in future trade agree-
ments because our trading partners
know we can not enforce what we nego-
tiate through the use of sanctions and
the dispute settlement process.

American workers already compete
against workers from countries where
wages are significantly lower than in
the United States. They should not
have to compete against countries that
gain an unfair comparative advantage
because they pollute their air and
water and fail to allow their workers to
exercise rights that are fundamental.
The United States enacted environ-
mental standards that protect our air
and water. We have enacted labor
standards that allow for collective bar-
gaining and the right to organize, that
prohibit the use of child labor and pro-
vide protections for workers in the
work place. These are desirable stand-
ards that we worked hard to get. Why
should we force American workers to
compete against countries with no
such standards or protection for its
workers?

There are many ways to improve this
fast track legislation to address some
of the concerns I’ve outlined. I sup-
ported many of these efforts. For Con-
gress to give up its role under the Con-
stitution without those protections is
to fail to learn from our past mistakes.
To do so means we have willingly tied
one hand behind our back in the fight
for free and fair trade. That is some-
thing I am simply unwilling to do.
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Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I

rise today to detail some of the bene-
fits of trade promotion authority to
American agriculture.

Our President, regardless of party,
has not had trade negotiating author-
ity since 1994. While other countries
have been busy negotiating trade
agreements, the world’s superpower
has been sitting on the sidelines.
Today, over 150 trade agreements exist
worldwide; the United States is party
to only three. This disparity must be
remedied, but without trade promotion
authority, U.S. exporters and our na-
tion’s farmers may be left stuck in the
mud. The question is not whether the
U.S. should have free trade or no free
trade. The question is, will the U.S.
participate in the world economy or
will we be left behind?

TPA is critical to the administra-
tion’s credibility at the negotiating
table. Without TPA, our negotiators
may not even get a seat at the table,
much less have the opportunity to ne-
gotiate vigorously for our national in-
terest. With 96 percent of consumers
living outside the United States, the
absence of negotiating authority is a
price we cannot afford to pay.

One third of U.S. farm acres is plant-
ed for export, 25 percent of gross farm
income is export dependent, and over 12
million U.S. jobs depend on exports.
Nearly 100 commodity and agricultural
groups and a bipartisan group of ten
former U.S. Secretaries of Agriculture
support Trade Promotion Authority.

Where would American agriculture
be without international trade? Last
year, U.S. agricultural exports totaled
$51 billion. This year, federal officials
expect this number to grow to $53.5 bil-
lion, an agricultural trade surplus of
$14.5 billion. Can we find an additional
$14.5 billion a year in the federal budg-
et to offset these losses?

According to the USDA, U.S. agri-
culture is 21⁄2 times more trade depend-
ent than the general economy. Amer-
ican agriculture needs trade promotion
authority to reduce worldwide tariffs.
While the average tariff assessed by the
United States on agricultural products
is less than 5 percent, the average agri-
cultural tariff assessed by other coun-
tries exceeds 60 percent.

As a Senator from Illinois, I rep-
resent a big agricultural state with
total cash farm receipts totaling $7 bil-
lion in the year 2000. With a 42 percent
reliance on agricultural exports, Illi-
nois ranks sixth with agricultural ex-
ports of $3 billion. My State’s top agri-
cultural exports include—soybeans and
soybean products at $1.1 billion, feed
grains and feed grain products at $946
million, live animals and red meats at
$277 million, and wheat and wheat
products at $124 million. When it comes
to Illinois agriculture, open markets
and trade promotion authority are of
tantamount importance.

Illinois is the largest soybean pro-
ducing state in the nation. Under the
Uruguay Round, South Korea is re-
quired to reduce its tariffs on soybean

oil by 14.5 percent from 1995 to 2004.
USDA has reported that this ‘‘tariff re-
duction has supported a threefold in-
crease in export volume.’’

Illinois is also the fourth largest
pork producing State in the Nation.
Since the Uruguay Round agreement
went into effect, U.S. pork exports
have increased by almost 90 percent in
volume and approximately 80 percent
in value from 1994 levels.

Additionally, Illinois ranks second in
corn production. While Brazil, Chile,
Paraguay, and Uruguay can trade corn
with Argentina duty free, U.S. corn is
assessed an eleven percent import tax.

Voting against fast-track authority
means you endorse the status quo of
high tariffs and limited access for U.S.
goods, while voting for fast-track gives
the administration the tools needed to
remedy some of these egregious inequi-
ties.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the legis-
lation that we are about to pass is the
most difficult bill that the Senate has
considered this year. Like nothing else
that we have seen this year, trade pro-
motion authority has put some of my
most deeply-held beliefs in conflict
with each other.

TPA does two things. First, it makes
a broad statement about the impor-
tance of international trade. Accurate
or not, there is a belief in this city that
you must support TPA to demonstrate
your unflinching support for greater
opportunity for U.S. businesses abroad.
The Washington view is that you must
support TPA if you believe that polit-
ical liberalization comes from eco-
nomic liberalization.

The facts suggest that, certainly,
lowering barriers to trade in the world
is good for U.S. businesses and good for
the U.S. economy. Businesses in Massa-
chusetts sold more than $19.7 billion
worth of goods to more than 200 foreign
markets last year. That is more than
$3,000 worth of goods sold abroad for
every resident. And, while we tend to
think of international trade as being
the playground of big business, almost
75 percent of my State’s exporting
businesses are small businesses. Of
larger businesses which have overseas
subsidiaries, almost three-fourths of
profits earned abroad are returned to
parent companies in the United States.
That means more jobs and higher
wages at home. Today, one-tenth of all
jobs in this country are directly re-
lated to our ability to export goods and
services. When you consider multi-
plying effects, that number rises to
nearly one-third. So there are clear
benefits at home to increasing Amer-
ica’s access to markets abroad.

I also believe that trade and trade
agreements have a role to play in help-
ing us achieve our foreign policy goals.
The direct American investment that
comes to foreign countries as a result
of free trade agreements can reduce
corruption and promote strong demo-
cratic institutions, like an independent
judiciary and vibrant non-govern-
mental organizations. And by making

other countries stakeholders in a rules-
based system of trade, we can diminish
the possibility of trade disputes esca-
lating into open conflict.

I do support improving Americans’
access to foreign markets, and I firmly
believe in the power of open markets to
create open societies. And so, reluc-
tantly, I will support this bill.

I say ‘‘reluctantly’’ because I do not
believe that the TPA equation is bal-
anced. Granting TPA to any President
requires a significant amount of trust.
Granting TPA means that you trust
the President to negotiate trade deals
that are consistent with our American
values.

The statistics I just recited show
that trade is good for the economy.
And, certainly, economic development
is one important element of those val-
ues. But I am afraid that, in recent
years, some of our other core beliefs
have not been a part of the national de-
bate over trade.

When the President negotiate agree-
ments that will lower tariffs and other
barriers to trade, it is, in my judgment,
equally important that he make sure
that our Nation’s strong environ-
mental and labor laws are upheld. It is
equally important too that he ensure
that we have a forum to export our
views on these issues to the nations
with whom we engage in expanded
commerce.

I do not mean to suggest that we can
simply direct other countries to de-
velop environmental laws or labor laws
that equal our own. True reform in de-
veloping nations, be it the development
of democratic infrastructure, or the
growth of a vibrant labor movement,
cannot simply be exported from the
United States. These concepts must
come to fruition through the will of
the people.

However, no one disputes that the
United States has a significant role to
play in helping other countries breathe
the air of political freedom. So, too,
should the United States play a leading
role in helping developing countries
breathe clean air and help create pro-
grams that provide workers with a safe
workplace and the chance to earn a de-
cent wage.

Unfortunately, it is clear that, de-
spite the best intentions of NAFTA and
in developing the World Trade Organi-
zation, labor and environmental issues
have not been treated at the same level
in our trade policy as investment
rights or intellectual property rights.
That is disappointing.

I regret that this President’s track
record on domestic labor issues and do-
mestic environmental issues does not
fill me with confidence that our Na-
tion’s trade policy will be a tool used
to help other nations improve their po-
litical, environmental and social cli-
mates. At every turn, he has sought to
diminish the gains of the labor move-
ment and roll-back environmental reg-
ulations in his own country. I surely
hope that this is not the message that
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he intends to carry with him as he ne-
gotiates free trade agreements with
Chile, Singapore and others.

Some of us in this body have put
forth amendments which we believe
could have helped us to trust the Presi-
dent more. These amendments would
have elevated labor and environmental
protections to the same level of intel-
lectual property protections, or, as my
amendment would have, guaranteed
that future trade agreements would
not corrode American legal principles
and Constitutional rights. All but one
of these were unsuccessful.

The defeat of these amendments
leave us with no safeguards for legiti-
mate public health and safety laws. We
have no assurances that other nations
with whom we forge agreements under
this bill will honor their existing labor
or environmental laws. We have no rea-
son to suspect that the President will
be a forceful advocate for some of our
country’s most cherished beliefs: that
clean air, clean water and preservation
of the outdoors are worth fighting for;
that workers should have the right to
organize; and that U.S. sovereignty
must be protected.

In spite of these glaring weaknesses,
I intend to support this bill. That is
how strongly I believe in the principle
of free trade, and the belief that we can
help other countries improve their po-
litical environment by embracing
them, not isolating them. But I would
caution this President and others that
we need to pay much more attention to
some of these other trade issues, issues
that have been on the margins of trade
policy for too long. If we do not heed
these warnings, then that fragile coali-
tion that holds supporters of free and
fair trade together will crumble, as it
nearly did in the House and nearly did
here in the Senate.

I would like to make one final point
about this legislation. The bill that we
will pass shortly contains an enormous
improvement in the trade adjustment
assistance program. This is much-need-
ed. In the long-run, more international
trade means more opportunity and jobs
for Americans. In the short-term, how-
ever, it creates changes in commu-
nities. Some people lose jobs. Fac-
tories, the lifeblood of some towns and
cities, close. Eventually, new employ-
ment opportunities are created. But it
is imperative that we have a way to
ease that transition. This TAA package
does just that. For the first time, we
are subsidizing health care for laid-off
workers. That is a remarkable step for-
ward. We are attempting something
new by creating a wage insurance pro-
gram to make sure that older workers
do not suffer sudden and destabilizing
pay reductions. These are critical ex-
pansions of TAA, and they could not be
more timely for some of my constitu-
ents.

In Northampton, MA, the Techalloy
plant that processes wire rod steel will
close on July 1. They’ve been hurt by
the President’s decision to impose 15
percent duties on raw wire rod steel

from abroad. Now, I know that the 42
workers currently at the Techalloy
plant would much rather have a job
than TAA benefits. They want to work.
It’s not the same as maintaining their
job, but this new package will help
these folks stay on their feet while
they seek new employment.

The TAA package that we will ap-
prove is welcome, and I am proud to
support this provision. I particularly
want to thank Chairman BAUCUS, Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, and Senator BINGAMAN
for all of their hard work in helping
shape this reauthorization of the TAA
program.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the trade bill. I oppose
this trade bill because it seeks trade
that is more free than fair. It sends a
very mixed message to America’s
working men and women and their
families.

The good news is that the bill in-
cludes a real expansion of trade adjust-
ment assistance benefits for Americans
who lose their jobs as a result of trade
agreements. The House trade bill
doesn’t provide these trade adjustment
assistance benefits. I am proud to be a
cosponsor of the TAA bill and I com-
mend Senators BINGAMAN and DASCHLE
for their leadership to help workers
harmed by trade.

The Trade Adjustment Assistance for
Workers, Farmers, Communities, and
Firms Act strengthens the existing
TAA program. It broadens eligibility to
cover workers who lose their jobs due
to increased imports, even if they don’t
directly work for a company that
closes down due to trade. It extends
benefits to laid-off workers from 52
weeks to 78 weeks and increases job
training funds. This bill also helps
communities adjust, because when a
factory shuts down, it isn’t just the
workers at the plant who are affected.

Healthcare is a critical addition to
the TAA program. People who lose
their jobs can’t afford healthcare on
their own. This bill will help laid-off
workers buy healthcare coverage by
covering 70 percent of the cost. I would
have been happier with the 75 percent
level in the Committee-passed bill, but
this is a very important step.

Wage insurance for older workers is
another key addition to the TAA pro-
gram. Experienced workers, even with
training in new skills, often cannot get
another job that pays them anything
close to what they were earning. This
bill will supplement wages to help
these workers get a new start in a new
job. That is the good news.

The bad news is that the bill includes
a renewal of Fast Track negotiating
authority. That means more Ameri-
cans will lose their jobs in the name of
free trade. More people will get TAA
benefits, but more people will need
them.

Let me be very clear on one point. I
support trade. I encourage trade. Trade
is very important to my state. Mary-
land workers can compete successfully
in a global marketplace, if they’re

given a level playing field. That’s why
I support expansion of fair trade.

I oppose fast-track trade promotion
authority now for the same reasons I
opposed fast track when a Democrat
was in the White House.

I don’t believe Congress should give
away our right and responsibility to
fully consider trade agreements.

The Bush administration has the au-
thority to negotiate trade agreements.
U.S. Trade Representative Bob
Zoellick doesn’t need fast track. He
went to Doha to start another round of
multilateral trade talks without fast
track. He can negotiate a free trade
agreement of the Americas without
fast track. Hundreds of trade agree-
ments have been reached and imple-
mented without fast track.

What the Bush administration wants
is to cut trade deals and limit the
power of Congress to review those
deals. That is what fast track really
means.

Why is the role of Congress so impor-
tant? To make sure the American peo-
ple get a good deal. I am ready to sup-
port trade agreements that are good
for America, agreements that are good
for workers and good for the environ-
ment. Congress should consider trade
legislation—and amendments—to it
using the same procedures we use to
consider other international agree-
ments and implementing legislation.

Proponents of trade agreements say
it is inevitable that there will be
winnners and losers.

The problem is America’s workers
and their families always seem to be
the losers. They lose their jobs. They
lose their healthcare. If they keep their
jobs or find new jobs, they lose the
wage rates they have earned.

American workers aren’t the only
losers.

American consumers also lose.
I am particularly concerned that we

don’t regulate and inspect the safety of
imported food the way USDA regulates
and inspects domestic food products.
Our trading partners set their own
meat inspection standards. Shouldn’t
we use our trade policy as leverage to
make our food safer?

Workers and children around the
world also lose.

We should use the leverage of our
trade agreements to ensure fair com-
petition. That means workers in other
countries should have the right to or-
ganize into unions. Without the
strength of collective bargaining, their
wages will always be below ours. They
should also have worker safety protec-
tion and retirement and healthcare
benefits.

Children should be in school, learning
the skills to be good citizens and par-
ticipants in the global economy. In-
stead, children as young as six years
old put in full days of work. More than
350 million children under the age of 18
work, according to the International
Labor Organization. More alarming is
the fact that over 111 million of them
are children between the ages of 5 and
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14 engaged in ‘‘hazardous work.’’ And
5.7 million children are in forced and
bonded labor.

How can we enter into trade agree-
ments with countries that do nothing
to protect their children? Is it fair for
a 45-year-old on Maryland’s Eastern
Shore to compete with a 12-year-old in
Southern China?

Protecting against child labor and
forced labor should be the core of any
trade agreement.

I am proud to have cosponsored and
supported amendments on labor rights,
child labor, environmental protection,
and other issues which I firmly believe
must be addressed in agreements to
strengthen fair trade.

I am particularly proud to have
joined with colleagues on both sides of
the aisle in an effort to provide a safe-
ty net for steel retirees who lose their
healthcare coverage due to unfair
trade. A clear majority in the Senate
supported that amendment. We were
blocked procedurally by Senators who
support trade and are unwilling to ad-
dress its human consequences.

I have said before that I don’t want
to put American jobs on a Fast Track
to Mexico or a slow boat to China but
that is exactly what is happening as a
result of NAFTA and China’s admission
to the World Trade Organization. Black
and Decker closed down a manufac-
turing plant on Maryland’s Eastern
Shore because they could get cheaper
labor abroad. They literally moved
those jobs to Mexico and China. I am
glad the expanded trade adjustment as-
sistance will help these workers but
they shouldn’t have lost their jobs in
the first place.

I intend to stand up for American
workers and consumers. I intend to
stand up for the right and responsi-
bility of Congress to fully consider
trade agreements. I urge my colleagues
to join me in opposing the trade bill.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, as we
prepare to vote on this historic trade
package, our country is precariously
positioned in the international trade
arena. Many of our friends and allies
no longer see the United States as a
nation that champions global free
trade, but rather as a nation that in-
creasingly fears foreign competition
and seeks to erect barriers to trade in
order to protect domestic industries
and advance narrow political agendas.
A series of short-sighted, protectionist
actions in recent years has jeopardized
our relationships with our most impor-
tant trading partners.

Given our recent double standards on
trade, it is not surprising that the
United States is quickly losing its
credibility and leadership in cham-
pioning free trade principles around
the world. Our staunchest allies and
most important trading partners are
now doubting our dedication to the free
trade principles we have long cham-
pioned.

Many of the nations that engage in
the free exchange of commerce are also
our staunchest allies in the war on ter-

rorism. Over the past eight months,
those countries have joined in our wor-
thy cause, some making substantial
sacrifices to advance our shared values.
During that time, even as our allies
have deployed their forces to stand
alongside our own in Central Asia, we
have pursued protectionist policies on
steel and lumber, and passed into law a
regressive, trade-distorting farm bill.
We are already fighting one war on a
global scale. We cannot simultaneously
fight a trade war.

The United States simply cannot af-
ford to follow the dangerous path of
protectionism. I hope that the passage
of trade promotion authority, TPA,
and the Andean Trade Preference Ex-
pansion Act, both of which are included
in this package, will represent a turn-
ing point. Now is our chance to put a
stop to our short-sighted protectionism
and recognize that such behavior has
consequences.

As the rest of the world negotiates
free trade agreements without our par-
ticipation, the citizens of this country
are losing out. Free trade stimulates
economic growth, creates higher pay-
ing jobs, reduces the cost of goods and
services, and promotes stability in re-
gions of strategic interest to the
United States. Somehow, we seem to
have lost sight of these overarching
goals.

The Doha round of World Trade Orga-
nization, WTO, negotiations provide an
opportunity for the United States to
demonstrate to the countries of the
world our dedication to reducing bar-
riers to trade on a global scale. Passage
of this bill will enable the Administra-
tion to negotiate the best possible
agreements for America. Beyond the
WTO, I look forward to the completion
of bilateral trade agreements with
Singapore and Chile, the opening of
formal negotiations on new trade
agreements with nations like Aus-
tralia, regional accords with the na-
tions of Central America, and ulti-
mately, a Free Trade Agreement of the
Americas—a goal articulated by Presi-
dent George H.W. Bush fully a decade
ago, and one which we must recommit
ourselves and our Latin friends to
achieving.

One of the most critical and time-
sensitive components of this trade
package is the extension and expansion
of the Andean Trade Preference Act,
ATPA. In 1991, ATPA was created to
expand the economies of the drug-
plagued nations of the Andean region.
By granting duty-free and reduced-rate
treatment to various products from Bo-
livia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru, we
hoped to strengthen the fragile econo-
mies of the region, expand their export
bases, and provide Andean farmers and
workers with legitimate employment
outside of the drug trade. The Andean
Trade Preference Act has worked. It
has created new industries in the Ande-
an region, and with them hundreds of
thousands of jobs outside the drug
trade. As the region’s leaders will at-
test, it is a success story.

Regrettably, ATPA expired on De-
cember 4, inflicting immediate harm
on the region, because Congress had
not taken timely action on legislation
to prevent its expiration. The House of
Representatives passed an extension
and expansion of ATPA over six
months ago. On February 15 the Presi-
dent, citing national security concerns,
took the unprecedented step of extend-
ing a 90-day duty deferral of products
under ATPA, giving Congress time to
pass an extension. That 90-day deferral
expired last week while the trade bill
remained mired in partisan debate be-
fore the Senate.

Our delay in extending and expanding
ATPA impacts our national security,
stability in the hemisphere, and eco-
nomic growth in Bolivia, Colombia, Ec-
uador and Peru. These nations are on
the front lines of the war on drugs,
their democracies threatened by crimi-
nals and terrorists, their people suf-
fering from economic deprivation. It is
time we realized the impact our ac-
tions and inactions have, not just on
the United States, but on the rest of
the world as well. Our delayed action
has sent the very dangerous message
that the United States is no longer en-
gaged in the region.

Our hemisphere is in serous trouble.
Democracy and free markets are tested
by social instability, lack of economic
opportunity, and the violence wrought
by drug traffickers and terrorist
groups. From the FARC and the ELN
in Colombia to Hezbollah in Ecuador
and elsewhere in our hemisphere, ter-
rorists take advantage of state failure
and economic underdevelopment to op-
erate freely, and at grave risk to Amer-
ican interests and those of our allies.

The Andean trade act is part of our
active engagement in the region, a
gateway to economic opportunity and
a symbol of America’s commitment to
the democratic stability and security
of our Andean partners. The elected
leaders of Ecuador, Colombia, Bolivia,
and Peru know that delivering eco-
nomic opportunity to their people is
the best means of protecting demo-
cratic institutions and defeating ter-
rorism and the drug trade. They ask
not for substantial American assist-
ance, but for access to the American
market through free and open trade.
This serves not only their interests but
our own.

Unlike other efforts which provide di-
rect grants, loans, or military assist-
ance, ATPA costs the U.S. nothing. In
fact, American workers and consumers
benefit from it through reduced prices
on goods and services. The U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission, ITC, has
estimated that U.S. consumers annu-
ally save over $20 million due to the
benefits of ATPA. In addition to cost
savings, the Act also enhances Amer-
ican security. By creating legitimate
jobs outside the drug trade, bolstering
state institutions, and expanding na-
tional economies, terrorists and drug
traffickers will no longer find such
easy refuge in the Andean region.
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I regret that we had to consider three

very important, and very different,
pieces of trade legislation in one pack-
age; I believe the end product suffered
as a result. Passing these bills in this
manner prevented us from adequately
debating complicated and questionable
provisions. Indeed, this bill is far from
perfect. I know that I am not alone in
expressing my concern over some of
the provisions now contained within
this trade package, particularly those
which are clearly antithetical to the
spirit of free trade.

The conferees certainly have their
work cut out for them. Although re-
cent actions indicate that we may be
taking steps backwards in certain
areas, it is incumbent upon the con-
ferees to reaffirm the principles of free
trade, and to receive the strongest sup-
port from the Administration for their
efforts. We must all ensure that we do
not sacrifice free trade principles for a
bill that is called ‘‘free trade,’’ but does
something else entirely. Even before
Senate passage, efforts in the other
body are underway to weaken provi-
sions contained within this package. I
hope that these efforts do not succeed.

That said, I believe this bill rep-
resents an opportunity to end Amer-
ica’s dispiriting slide backwards into
protectionism. Passage of this imper-
fect but important trade bill is a good
start. It is time for America to again
lead the world on trade.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I
thank Senators BAUCUS and GRASSLEY
for working with me on my amend-
ments to this legislation. They and
their staffs were very helpful.

There was one amendment that I
filed to this bill that I had intended to
offer dealing with tax incentives to
help communities affected by trade. I
did not offer it because I know that the
leaders of the bill as well as the leader-
ship of the Senate all agreed that there
would be no tax amendments to this
bill. However, I would like to speak
about the amendment very briefly, be-
cause I intend to look for future oppor-
tunities to see it passed.

The amendment is designed to help
communities devastated by foreign
trade get back on their feet by pro-
viding incentives for businesses to lo-
cate in these areas.

Already, the Federal Government has
policies to help communities in trouble
attract new business through tax in-
centives. The programs are called Em-
powerment Zones and Renewal Com-
munities.

Here is the problem: These designa-
tions do not help struggling rural com-
munities that have been hit with dra-
matic job losses only recently. A dec-
ade ago, these communities were home
to busy textile plants. Today, they are
being devastated as their major em-
ployers shut down and thousands of
jobs disappear. Many of the people in
these communities have lived in these
towns for generations. They should not
have to move away just because the
textile plant where they worked has
closed down.

Retraining will help. I am pleased
that my amendment to help improve
training programs was passed by the
Senate last week, but that training is
not going to matter if there are not
new jobs to take the place of the ones
they lost. We need to encourage invest-
ment in these trade-affected areas so
workers do not have to pack up their
families and move to the city just to
get a new job.

That is what my proposal is about. It
is modeled after Empowerment Zones
and Renewal Communities. We’d create
new Economic Revitalization Zones for
areas hard-hit by trade. Economic Re-
vitalization Zones, or ERZs, would be
areas that have experienced major job
losses in a critical industries as a re-
sult of trade agreements or shifts in
production. Communities would be eli-
gible for designation as ERZs if they
are in a trade-affected state and a sig-
nificant portion of their employment
base was dependent on an industry sub-
stantially affected by trade. Benefits in
ERZs would be similar to those in Re-
newal Communities and Empowerment
Zones.

Here are five examples:
One, a 20-percent wage credit for the

first $15,000 of wages paid to a zone
resident who works in the zone;

Two, commercial revitalization tax
incentives [write-offs for companies
that revitalize abandoned or dormant
industrial property];

Three, increased write-offs for cap-
ital investments;

Four, authority to issue tax exempt
bonds to promote business develop-
ment; and

Five, the New Market Tax Credit,
which already provides incentives for
businesses to invest.

Economic revitalization zones would
be a lifeline for communities that are
suffering from the negative effects of
trade agreements. We owe this to the
hardworking families in these commu-
nities. As the industries they’ve relied
on for decades are destroyed, the least
we can do is to help them plan for the
future.

I believe this is an important pro-
posal. I look forward to working with
my colleagues who are on the Finance
Committee to find other opportunities
to advance this important initiative.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have a
long-held interest in Latin America,
and, in my opinion, the renewal of the
Andean Trade Preferences Agreement
is one of the most important actions
this Congress can take to promote eco-
nomic growth, political stability, and
prosperity in the Andean region.

I have come to this floor many times
in the past year to draw my colleagues’
attention to the fact that Latin Amer-
ica is a region in crisis, that we ignore
at our peril. I believe that it is impera-
tive that we remain engaged with our
neighbors to the South lest our neglect
encourage even more instability in the
region and foster conditions ripe for
terror, destruction, and the collapse of
democratic institutions. While I could

speak for hours about the dangers
posed by the horrors of drought and
famine in Central America, the Argen-
tine economic crisis, or the turmoil in
Venezuela, I will limit my comments
today to the problems faced by the An-
dean region, and my belief that we
must have a multi-faceted approach to
alleviating the crisis in the region
through military, humanitarian, and
economic aid.

The Andean region is reeling from
economic crises, natural disasters, and
the effects of the war against drugs.
Peru, Ecuador, Colombia, Venezuela,
and Bolivia confront economic and so-
cial problems that threaten the very
fabric of Democracy in the region. Up
till now, with the possible exception of
Venezuela, the governments of these
countries have done a good job of man-
aging their problems in the face of
near-impossible odds. But, I believe,
without consistent and steady U.S. in-
volvement, and a greater willingness of
Ecuador, Bolivia, and Peru to coordi-
nate their efforts in drug eradication
with Colombia, the situations in these
countries could become quickly unsta-
ble. We must remain continuously en-
gaged and stop the cycle of neglect by
which attention is focused on Latin
America for short bursts of time, only
to recede when a crisis is over. We can-
not allow the region to languish and
fester while we ignore warning signs.

I have spoken about Colombia nu-
merous times on this floor, and, in
fact, just held a hearing on the Colom-
bia situation in the Foreign Relations
Committee last month. I would like to
take a moment to restate some of my
comments from that hearing and alert
my colleagues to some horrific statis-
tics about the state of violence in Co-
lombia. Colombia’s democracy is in cri-
sis, and it didn’t happen over night. Co-
lombia’s civil society has been ripped
apart for decades by violence and cor-
ruption, and has long been character-
ized as having one of the most violent
societies in the Western Hemisphere.
Historically, Colombian civil leaders,
judges and politicians have put their
lives in jeopardy simply by aspiring to
positions of leadership and responsi-
bility. The introduction of illicit drug
cultivation and production has only
heightened further this climate of vio-
lence. Despite fears that must be per-
vasive in every Colombian’s heart, tens
of thousands of men and women have
still allowed their names to appear on
electoral ballots in election after elec-
tion. These are truly courageous people
who deserve our respect and admira-
tion.

Two years ago, I supported US efforts
to become partners with the Pastrana
administration’s efforts to address Co-
lombia’s problems. I said at the time
that I believed that it was critically
important that we act expeditiously on
the Plan Colombia assistance package
because our credibility was at stake
with respect to responding to a genuine
crisis in our own hemisphere. We also
needed to make good on our pledge to
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come to the aid of President Pastrana
and the people of Colombia in their
hour of crisis, a crisis that has pro-
found implications for institutions of
democracy in Colombia and throughout
the hemisphere.

No one I know claims that things
have dramatically ‘‘turned around’’ in
Colombia since the United States en-
dorsed Plan Colombia and began pro-
viding significant resources to support
its implementation. Narcotraffickers,
in concert with right and left wing
paramilitary organizations, continue
to make large portions of the country
ungovernable. Until recently their ac-
tivities were restricted to sparely pop-
ulated rural areas of the country—
places where government order and
services have never existed. Now, with
the end of the FARC/Government peace
process and in an effort to disrupt up-
coming elections, the FARC is increas-
ingly focused on urban areas, espe-
cially critical economic infrastructure.

In the last 15 years, more than 200
bombs have exploded in Colombian cit-
ies. The number of assassinations is
egregious. More than 300,000 ordinary
citizens, 4 presidential candidates, 200
judges and investigators, one half of
Colombia’s Supreme Court, 1,200 police,
and 151 journalists, have been mur-
dered. Politicians such as Senator Mar-
tha Daniels have been killed while try-
ing to negotiate peace, and municipal
officials are constantly running for
their lives. As if this were not bad
enough, Colombia also holds the
world’s kidnapping record, with 3,700
abductions last year alone. Among
those abducted, 50 were political can-
didates, such as Ingrid Betancourt, who
is running for President, and one was a
governor.

The rebel groups in Colombia have
declared war on democracy and on the
people of Colombia. According to re-
cent news reports, on May 2 the largest
single massacre of civilians in the re-
corded history of the conflict in Colom-
bia took place. It began on May 1, in
the village of Bellavista, over 300 peo-
ple sought refuge in St. Paul the Apos-
tle church from door-to-door fighting
between left and right-wing
paramilitaries. But, in the violence-
charged atmosphere of Colombia, even
the refuge of a holy place was not
enough to protect the townspeople of
Bellavista. Shortly before noon on May
2nd, a bomb thrown by leftist rebels of
the FARC collapsed the roof of St. Paul
the Apostle, and 117 innocent civilians
were killed—over a third of them chil-
dren.

I grieve for the families of the de-
ceased, and want them to know that
their pain and sacrifice has not gone
unnoticed in the United States. The
massacre of Bellavista is just yet an-
other event in a series that illustrates
why the United States has a responsi-
bility to remain actively engaged in
Colombia’s struggle. We must help pre-
vent atrocities such as this massacre
from ever happening again through a
combination of economic, humani-

tarian, and military aid. This nonsen-
sical murder of civilians in Colombia
must stop, and it must stop now. While
we are doing all we can to help stop
these killings through Plan Colombia,
the ripple effects of the region’s crisis
are felt by all of Colombia’s neigh-
bors—Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia, Ven-
ezuela. Colombia’s problems have a
profound impact on the stability and
security of the entire region.

The region’s economy is in distress,
causing significant unemployment and
hardship among the middle class. The
economic situation in the countryside
is equally troublesome—a significant
percentage of its rural population is
barely able to eke out a living—with
millions already displaced from their
villages from economic necessity or
fear of civil conflict. Not surprisingly,
these displaced persons have become
the innocent foot soldiers in the ever-
expanding illicit coca production that
gets processed into cocaine and ulti-
mately finds its way into America’s
schools and neighborhoods.

United States financial assistance
has been heavily focused on the mili-
tary component of Colombia’s counter
narcotic effort with lesser amounts
available for other programs such as
alternative development programs,
protection of human rights workers,
resettlement of displaced persons, and
judicial and military reforms. The
United States can do more to assist the
region, particularly its economies by
reauthorizing and expanding the cov-
erage of the Andean Trade Preference
Agreement. This would help the region
work its way out of its current eco-
nomic recession by giving a boost to
key domestic industries while creating
more jobs for average citizens—other
than in the coca fields.

Since 2000, the United States has
committed almost $2 billion to the An-
dean region in support of Plan Colom-
bia and the Andean Regional Initiative.
As I have stated, although I continue
to support these initiatives, they alone
will not resolve the region’s problems.
We must complement this assistance
with extension of ATPA. By addressing
the economic needs of the area, as well
as the military and humanitarian
needs we can begin to address the root
causes of the narcotics industry and vi-
olence, while assisting Colombia’s
neighbors in protecting their nations
from allowing the same problem to
spread.

ATPA has been constructive in stim-
ulating increased trade with Bolivia,
Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru, but there
is still a lot of work to be done. The
full impact of ATPA has been some-
what lessened by the exclusion of key
economic sectors from the agreement.
A more robust ATPA is needed if we
are truly going to make a difference
with respect to the lives of people in
that region. Extension of the ATPA
will offer more opportunities to our
Andean trading partners, while also en-
abling us to further pursue our own na-
tional interests in the region. Poverty

and hopelessness are the incubators for
lawlessness and civil strife. The job
creation and economic development
that is part and parcel with expanded
trade opportunities are vital to
enfranchising the middle class in the
political process and preventing rural
residents from turning to cocoa as a
crop of desperation.

With the ATPA, we can encourage
the growth of legitimate businesses
that will benefit producers and con-
sumers in our country and within the
Andean pact. Since the ATPA was en-
acted in 1991, the primary goal of the
agreement has been to promote export
diversification and broad-based, sus-
tainable economic development
throughout the region. There is evi-
dence that this initiative has borne
fruit. From 1992 to 2000, the years of
implementation of ATPA, total coca
cultivation in Bolivia declined by 68
percent, and in Peru by 74 percent.
This decrease is the result of aggres-
sive eradication programs coupled with
crop substitution by farmers in the re-
gion who have then taken advantage of
ATPA provisions to market their prod-
ucts in the US. In so doing, ATPA has
done more than expand trade, it has
strengthened America’s War on Drugs
and the Andean region’s fight against
drugs and traffickers. The renewal of
the ATPA is a lifeline to Andean farm-
ers and workers who want to have legal
employment but will do whatever they
have to in the absence of mainstream
job opportunities to feed their fami-
lies—including the cultivation of illicit
crops.

ATPA has accomplished all this
without negative effects at home. Be-
tween 1991 and 2000, Andean exports to
the U.S. increased 124 percent. Accord-
ing to the U.S. Department of Com-
merce, in 2000, bilateral trade was val-
ued at more than $18 billion and the
Andean Community was the 16th larg-
est consumer of U.S. exports. In com-
parison, the value of U.S. exports to
the Andean Community was 1.3 times
greater than that which was exported
to the Central American Common Mar-
ket. This is nearly twice as large as ex-
ports to Eastern Europe.

As we move forward to extend the
ATPA, I realize that for some, the
issues of textile and tuna are delicate
and contentious. I think that it is im-
portant to note that the extension of
trade preferences to tuna in airtight
containers would promote employment
in the local industries, and help de-
pressed areas in the beneficiary coun-
tries through higher value-added ex-
ports with a true potential and mini-
mal impact on U.S. industry. Unfortu-
nately, the ATPA bill before the Sen-
ate contains restrictions which would
grant the duty free benefits to im-
ported canned tuna from the Andean
countries, but limit the quantity to 20
percent of the U.S. domestic canned
tuna production in the preceding cal-
endar year. The quota that would be
imposed makes the duty free benefit
virtually meaningless.
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The principlal beneficiary of the tuna

provision is Ecuador—a government
that has been extremely cooperative in
our efforts to implement first Plan Co-
lombia and now the Andean Regional
Initiative, although controversial
among Ecuadorans, the Government of
Ecuador has permitted to use the air-
field at Manta as a forward operating
location for critical activities in our
regional counter rug programs. They
have suffered from the spill over effects
of Plan Colombia as guerrillas and
peasants have crossed into Ecuador’s
territories and sanctuary. The Senate
provisions falls far short of what Ecua-
dor deserves in light of all its support.
In my view the House provision grant-
ing duty free treatment to all imported
canned tuna from the Andean countries
is the more appropriate response to Ec-
uador’s friendship and support for U.S.
policies in the region. The argument
that American Samoa will be harmed
by the granting of this preference is
bogus. One of the major employers in
American Samoa, StarKist, has al-
ready indicated that it has no inten-
tion of reducing employment there
even if the most generous version of
the ATPA Tuna preference language is
enacted into law.

Expanding the ATPA to include tex-
tiles and apparel would not have a sub-
stantial negative impact on the U.S.
economy. In 1999, textile/apparel ex-
ports from Andean countries rep-
resented only 1.1 percent of the total
textile and apparel exports to the
United States. On the other hand, the
United States is by far the largest mar-
ket for Andean apparel exports, buying
between 38 percent and 61 percent of all
Andean apparel exports. In fact with
the expansion of opportunities for An-
dean textile and apparel imports come
increased opportunities for US fabrics,
thread and even cotton exports to that
region.

By extending ATPA, the United
States is sending a clear signal that we
are going to continue the close and es-
sential relationship we have estab-
lished with our partners in the South-
ern Hemisphere. Given the extremely
difficulties facing the region and the
implication of those difficulties on US
interests working to make that rela-
tionship work is very important.
Taken together, these steps will gen-
erate jobs, strengthen civil society, and
deter illegal narcotics trade. All steps
strongly supported by the Congress and
the American people.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to express my support for
trade promotion authority. My deci-
sion to support this bill has not been
an easy one. I respect the opinions of
my colleagues who do not support
trade promotion authority and I share
many of their concerns.

However, two issues have changed
my thinking on this matter: the neces-
sity of trade promotion authority to
conclude multilateral trade deals and
the substantive worker protection pro-
visions contained in the bill.

Therefore, I believe we must grant
the President the trade promotion au-
thority to reclaim U.S. leadership in
the global trade arena and provide him
the support he needs to conclude multi-
lateral trade agreements that will ben-
efit California and the United States as
a whole. And, as this bill does, we must
do so in a way that provides protection
and support for workers who may be
displaced from their jobs due to in-
creased globalization.

I have long supported free trade. Like
many of my colleagues, I believe that
expanding free trade and the exchange
of goods, ideas, and services across the
global marketplace is vital to the suc-
cess of American industries, the cre-
ation of new jobs, and the economic
well-being of all Americans.

My home State of California, which
ranks among the top economies in the
world and leads the country in exports,
has greatly benefitted from past free
trade agreements and stands to gain
even more from future negotiations.

Now, I understand that many of my
colleagues will point out that this ad-
ministration and its predecessor have
concluded and signed trade agreements
since fast-track expired in 1994. No
doubt this is true and no doubt it will
continue to be true.

Yet those agreements have been bi-
lateral trade agreements. Many bilat-
eral agreements have been signed with-
out fast track authority.

One recent and noteworthy example
is the United States-Jordan Free Trade
Agreement. I voted for that agreement
and I believe it is important tool to ad-
vance the cause of peace and stability
in the Middle East.

But while the United States-Jordan
Free Trade Agreement is politically
vital, economically it is rather small
bilateral trade between the two coun-
tries is approximately $600 million.

Multilateral negotiations, on the
other hand, such as those aimed at es-
tablishing a Free Trade Area of the
Americas or the Doha round of global
trade talks, involve far more countries,
far more negotiators, and far more bil-
lions of dollars worth of trade.

As former Deputy U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative Richard Fisher told me,
our trade negotiators need fast track
to tackle the difficult, complex, and di-
verse issues that inevitably arise in
multilateral talks and get our partners
to put the best deal on the table. With-
out it, we simpliy can’t close out these
deals.

If our partners know that they will
have to negotiate with Congress after
negotiating with the administration,
the most sensitive issues, and the keys
to unlocking new and expanding mar-
kets, will be taken off the agenda.

Imagine if you were a party to a mul-
tilateral trade negotiation and you
knew that a final agreement would be
open to amendment by the U.S. Con-
gress. You would never agree to put
your best offer on the table and you
would never agree to sign any agree-
ment if you thought that the deal you

negotiated—one that would provide
multiple benefits to both sides—would
be change.

So, fast track becomes an impera-
tive, if multilateral agreements are to
be negotiated successfully.

But we must also remember that
some workers and some firms do suffer
as a result of increased trade and we
have an obligation not to leave them
behind as global trade moves forward.

So protection for workers is impor-
tant and vital to any trade promotion
authority bill.

Consequently, I support the robust
and expanded trade adjustment assist-
ance package that will assist those
workers in their time of need and help
them find new jobs. Since 1962, trade
adjustment assistance has been a
bridge between the global economy and
the local economy.

Let their be no doubt that this bill is
a step forward for American workers.
It provides assistance, training, and
support for workers as they move into
a new career. Specifically, the bill ex-
pands eligibility for benefits to sec-
ondary workers such as suppliers and
downstream producers who lose their
jobs or may lose their jobs due to a loss
of business with a firm whose workers
are TAA certified; extends income sup-
port from 52 to 78 weeks; provides a 70
percent advanceable, refundable tax
credit to help TAA workers make
COBRA payments; increases assistance
for job relocation and job searches; in-
creases the training budget to $300 mil-
lion; establishes a wage insurance pro-
gram to provide support to older work-
ers who lose their job due to trade and
are forced to take a lesser paying job;
establishes trade adjustment assist-
ance programs for farmers, fisherman,
and communities affected by trade, and
finally; establishes a training program
through the Small Business Adminis-
tration for TAA-certified workers on
how to start their own business.

Finally, let me turn now to my role
as a Senator from the State of Cali-
fornia. California is like no other
State. It is the fifth largest economic
engine in the world with a $1.33 trillion
economy. From high tech to agri-
culture, California is a leader in the
U.S. and the global market, and it has
greatly benefitted from free trade ini-
tiatives.

In 2001, 14.6 percent of U.S. exports
came from California, totaling $106.8
billion, tops in the Nation. Exports
support more than one million jobs for
Californians.

Yet if California is to maintain its
status as a global economic leader, our
businesses and working people must
have access to new and expanding mar-
kets around the world. Trade pro-
motion authority, as I have indicated,
is an important tool in that effort.

Global trade is with us. We simply
can not ignore that fact. Turning in-
ward, building barriers, and shutting
out the outside world is not realistic.
We must deal with globalization and
we must deal with it in a way that en-
hances the ability of American exports

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 05:42 May 24, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00074 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G23MY6.165 pfrm01 PsN: S23PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4815May 23, 2002
to reach new and expanding markets,
while at the same time promoting re-
spect for labor rights and the environ-
ment and ensuring that no worker is
left behind.

Trade promotion authority is the
best vehicle for Congress and the ad-
ministration, working as partners, to
build an effective trade agenda that ad-
vances U.S. interests at home and
abroad.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this
legislation which has passed the Senate
today is a great bipartisan success. I
am thankful to my colleagues for their
support and willingness to work to-
gether in order to do this for the work-
ers, farmers and companies of this
country.

I would first like to thank Senators
GRAMM and BREAUX and their staff for
helping to make this final vote pos-
sible. If it were not for their help in
brokering a deal, we may not have
reached this point today.

I would also like to thank Senator
BAUCUS and his excellent staff for all
the hard work and dedication which
has gone into this bill over the past
year. I want to specifically thank Mike
Evans and John Angell as well as the
trade staff—Greg Mastel, Tim Punke,
Ted Posner, Angela Marshall-Hoffman,
Shara Aranoff, and Andy Harig. I ap-
preciate their willingness to work with
my staff to accomplish so much.

I would also like to thank Polly
Craighill of the Office of Senate Legis-
lative Counsel, for her hard work, and
great expertise in drafting this bill.

Finally, I would like to thank my
staff, beginning with my Finance Com-
mittee staff director, Kolan Davis and
my trade counsels Everett Eissenstat
and Richard Chriss, who have worked
tirelessly to bring this bill to fruition.
I credit them with much of today’s suc-
cess. It was their hard work, along with
the help of Carrie Clark and Tiffany
McCullen-Atwell, that helped us to this
point.

I look forward to a productive con-
ference, and swift passage of the con-
ference report, so we can get this to
the President’s desk, and enacted into
law.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to express my opposition to
H.R. 3009, the Andean Trade Preference
Act and the Baucus-Grassley amend-
ment granting the President trade pro-
motion authority and renewing the
trade adjustment assistance.

While I do not support this particular
bill, I am not opposed to trade and rec-
ognize the great economic benefit it
has brought to my State. In South
Carolina, many foreign firms have
made substantial investments in manu-
facturing facilities. These plants, and
the workers they employ, produce
goods for domestic consumption and
for export. Also, numerous American
firms export their products. The vol-
ume of goods moving through the port
of Charleston is an indication of the
importance of trade to South Carolina.
Charleston is one of the busiest sea-
ports in America.

History has taught us that in order
for countries to buy from us, we must
buy from them. Indeed, our continuing
trade deficit shows just how much of
this we as Americans do. The problem
is that too many of our trading part-
ners refuse to trade with us fairly.
They want to export to the American
market, but they do not want to let
our products into their domestic mar-
kets. I would note that the United
States Trade Representative has pub-
lished his 2002 National Trade Estimate
Report on Foreign Trade Barriers. In
this annual report, numbering 455
pages, he catalogs the barriers ‘‘affect-
ing U.S. exports of goods and services,
foreign direct investment by U.S. per-
sons, and protection of intellectual
property rights.’’ Clearly, this report
indicates our trade negotiators have
much to do to get our trading partners
to open their markets to U.S. exports.

The United States has long been the
leader in promoting trade. In 1994, the
United States entered into the North
American Free Trade Agreement,
NAFTA, and 1 year later became a
charter member of the World Trade Or-
ganization, WTO. NAFTA established a
free trade area between the United
States, Canada, and Mexico. The WTO
was an endeavor to establish an inter-
national organization and procedures
to reduce and hopefully eliminate ca-
pricious and arbitrary barriers to
trade.

NAFTA opened the doors to imports
of textiles and apparel from Mexico.
While the potential for cheap textile
and apparel imports was greater under
the WTO, the WTO contains an Agree-
ment on Textiles and Clothing, ATC,
which would eliminate all quotas on
textile and apparel products beginning
on January 1, 2005. The ATC provides
the U.S. textile and apparel industries
with a ten-year transition period to
prepare for this elimination. However,
this ATC adjustment phase has been
repeatedly breached by legislative ac-
tions such as the African Growth and
Opportunity Act, the Caribbean Basin
Initiative, as well as Executive Branch
decisions permitting additional import
quotas for nations such as Pakistan
and Turkey. Additionally, American
textile and apparel industries have
been seriously harmed by substantial
transshipments of apparel. As a result,
U.S. textile and apparel industries are
being subjected to more and more un-
fair international competition without
the full benefit of the transition period
permitted under the ATC.

Because of these unfortunate and
short-sighted policies, almost 700,000
U.S. textile and apparel workers have
lost their jobs. Nearly 55,000 jobs were
lost in South Carolina with a dev-
astating effect on my State’s economy.
This is compounded by the thousands
of jobs that have been lost in Alabama,
Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia
as well as other States. These numbers
do not include the lost jobs in the
steel, furniture, and other manufac-
turing industries. In addition there are

the job losses in secondary industries
such as equipment makers, service
firms, and transportation enterprises.
Finally, there are the community job
losses in the local businesses, including
department and grocery stores, phar-
macies, and automobile dealerships, to
just name a few. The cost to local com-
munities is staggering. While the toll
on all those who lose their jobs and
their families is horrendous, it is even
worse on older workers who have little
chance of finding meaningful employ-
ment.

The underlying bill, H.R. 3009, the
Andean Trade Preference Act, ATPA,
seeks to renew a program that provided
preferential, mostly duty-free, treat-
ment of selected U.S. imports from Bo-
livia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru
that expired on December 4, 2001. The
purpose of the ATPA is to encourage
growth of a more diversified Andean
export base, thereby promoting devel-
opment and providing an incentive for
Andean farmers and other workers to
pursue economic alternatives to the
drug trade. While this is a laudable
goal, my objection is to those provi-
sions of this legislation that would give
Andean textile and apparel products
the same preferences given to those
from Mexico and the Caribbean Basin.
This action will further erode the
quota protection provisions guaranteed
to the U.S. textile and apparel indus-
tries under the ATC. These increases in
textile and apparel imports into the
United States will further destabilize
the American textile and apparel in-
dustries during the critical ten-year
transition period and result in the loss
of more American jobs.

This bill also reauthorizes Trade Pro-
motion Authority. Trade promotion
authority allows the President to nego-
tiate trade agreements and submit
them to the Congress for approval or
defeat. No amendments are allowed,
therefore no improvements can be
made to such agreements.

My concerns are that future trade ne-
gotiators will be more interested in
getting an agreement, any agreement,
no matter what the cost to American
manufacturing, rather than protect the
best interests of the United States. The
emphasis of American representatives
in previous trade talks has clearly been
for free trade at the expense of fair
trade. The current state of U.S. manu-
facturing is evidence of this sad fact.
So granting the President TPA will re-
sult in the Congress being presented
with no alternative other than to vote
for or against the total agreement. I do
not believe this is consistent with the
Constitutional responsibilities of the
United States Congress.

Particularly troubling about this
grant of TPA is that our trade nego-
tiators have, and continue to place in
negotiation, U.S. trade remedy laws.
What we need, Mr. President, are not
weaker trade remedy laws but stronger
ones. In addition, to the responsibility
of protecting U.S. workers and their
employers, we have a strategic defense
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interest in promoting and strength-
ening American manufacturing as op-
posed to letting it wither away. Again,
what I am advocating is fair trade not
free trade.

Finally, included in the legislation is
the renewal of Trade Adjustment As-
sistance, TAA. I support TAA without
reservation, and I have in the past at-
tempted to strengthen TAA by making
the certification process easier. I re-
gret that this TAA renewal provision is
part of this legislation and was not
considered separately.

In closing, I wish to state that I am
for trade, fair trade. The sad experience
of our Nation with so-called ‘‘free
trade’’ is that it results in the loss of
American manufacturing jobs. Unfor-
tunately, this legislation will pass the
Senate and will undoubtedly be signed
into law by the President. I call upon
the President and administration offi-
cials to negotiate for fair trade. I hope
in the future negotiations are con-
ducted which result in rules that do
not discriminate against American in-
dustry and agriculture, and which re-
quire our trading partners to open
their domestic markets to U.S. prod-
ucts.

Because of the thousands of jobs that
have been lost, not only in my State of
South Carolina but in the Nation as a
whole, and because of the jobs which
will be lost in the future, I will vote
against this legislation.

I yield the floor.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have

been astonished that the Senate—the
very institution in which Daniel Web-
ster, John C. Calhoun, Henry Clay,
Robert Wagner, and Richard Russell
once made important national policy,
even it it meant defying presidents—
would sit back and humbly and meekly
allow the interests of the workers in
their states to be sacrificed upon the
altar of the false promise of free trade.

These past few weeks, I have been
even more disturbed that some would
allow their concerns and their opposi-
tion to fast-track authority to be
bought off with another false promise—
the false promise of enhanced trade ad-
justment assistance for workers im-
pacted by trade.

I am not opposed to trade adjustment
assistance in its intent and purpose.
Trade adjustment assistance provides
an important service when and where
it is needed. But trade adjustment is
not a panacea. Trade adjustment as-
sistance is not a substitute for a job.
Trade adjustment assistance is not a
substitute for good trade policies.
Trade adjustment assistance should
never, never, be considered as a sub-
stitute for Congressional input into
trade agreements, input that is essen-
tial for members of this chamber to be
able to protect and promote the inter-
ests of our constituents.

My opposition to giving fast-track
authority to the executive branch is
long-standing and unchanging. The
Constitution obligates Congress to reg-
ulate foreign commerce. This means,

at the least, that Congress must be an
active participant in trade agreements,
not a rubber stamp.

Trade impacts every citizen of our
country. It cuts across nearly every as-
pect of our lives and livehoods. The
way of life and work for millions of
American workers, for tens of thou-
sands of American communities, are
affected by the trade agreements. That
is why trade issues must be debated
and shaped by the legislative rep-
resentatives of the people. It is the
hardworking, responsible people back
home who will keenly feel the impact
of our trade policies.

I was sent here to represent the in-
terests of my State. I am going to do
that to the best of my ability and this
includes promoting and protecting the
thousands of West Virginia workers
whose lives are affected by trade agree-
ments.

It is difficult for me to understand
why any member of this body of either
political party, would surrender our
constitutional prerogative to regulate
trade to the executive branch.

The devil, as the saying goes, is in
the details. And fast track is asking
the Congress of the United States to ig-
nore the details, at great peril to the
workers of our States.

It is especially difficult to under-
stand in this era when globalization
has rendered the industries and work-
ers of our States more and more vul-
nerable to the unfair, predatory trade
practices of foreign countries.

Our States are drowning under a
flood of cheap foreign imports, and it is
not just manufacturing industries.
Free trade with Mexico has led to a
flood of Mexican imports that dev-
astated Florida’s tomato industry and
forced thousands of agricultural lay-
offs. China is dumping garlic on the
United States and destroying the garlic
industry in California.

Since 1994, when NAFTA created the
free trade zone, North Carolina has lost
more than 125,500 jobs in the textile
and apparel industries. The Mississippi
Business Journal reports that the gar-
ment industry in Mississippi has vir-
tually disappeared in the post-NAFTA
era in that State.

Last May, the New York Times told
of the closing of a cotton factory in
Jacksonville, AL, and the devastating
impact of that plant closing on the
town and its people. ‘‘The good-paying
textile jobs that built many of the
towns in the industrial South,’’ the
story reported, ‘‘have been vanishing
for decades as manufacturers improve
profits by moving to countries where
labor is cheaper. The North American
Trade Agreement . . . was a death
knell for working people like the mil-
lers in Jacksonville.’’

The American trucking industry is
being clobbered by unfair and unregu-
lated Mexican trucking.

The steel industry in Pennsylvania
and West Virginia has been absolutely
devastated by the dumping of cheap
foreign steel and of foreign, govern-

ment-subsidized imported steel. A few
weeks ago, President Bush pointed out
that, ‘‘Fifty years of foreign govern-
ment intervention in the global steel
market has resulted in bankruptcies,
serious dislocation, and job loss.’’

Estimates of job losses in the United
States from NAFTA range from a half-
million to more than a million.

The impact of job dislocation is dev-
astating communities across the coun-
try. The impact of being displaced,
that is, losing your job due to a change
in trade policy—that is, losing your job
through no fault of your own—is dev-
astating both psychologically and fi-
nancially to the individual worker. For
too many American workers, free trade
has been and continues to be a long and
frightening slide to financial disaster.

Additionally, there is the risk of loss
of health insurance. When one does not
have insurance and, therefore, cannot
pay for proper treatment, the result
can be devastating.

Compound this with the loss of re-
tirement security. When people lose
their jobs, they can no longer con-
tribute to their retirement account.
Worse, they are too often forced to
take out their retirement savings in
lump sum payments in order to make
mortgage payments or to feed their
families, or to pay their health insur-
ance, thus wiping out the family’s fu-
ture economic security. Americans are
living longer now. Many of them fear
that they will not to able to depend
upon Social Security for a decent re-
tirement. They know that they will
need these supplemental retirement
savings. But, when displaced, and
forced to drain their retirement ac-
counts, that economic security is dif-
ficult to make up, if not lost forever.

And, of course, there is the loss of in-
come. In addition to the obvious loss of
income between jobs, there is the addi-
tional loss of income when the dis-
placed worker returns to lower-paying
employment. Workers who lose higher
wage, industrial jobs are often forced
to take low-paying service jobs. Serv-
ice jobs are notoriously lower paying
jobs that offer limited opportunities
for advancement.

Studies of counties in Colorado, Mis-
souri, and Mississippi have found a de-
clining standard of living for workers
and their communities as they moved
from manufacturing to service jobs.

For many workers, the erosion in
earnings after landing new employ-
ment is telling. In the latter part of
the 1990s, the weekly earnings of all re-
employed workers fell 5.7 percent on
average. Workers displaced from high-
tenure jobs showed an average drop in
earnings of over 20 percent after they
found new, full-time jobs.

Even workers who manage to retain
their jobs feel the impact of trade as
the decline in American manufacturing
has meant a declining standard of liv-
ing, not just for the affected workers
and their families but also for their
communities and their States. With
the rise of international competition
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and the shift to lower wage service jobs
in the United States, real wages have
stagnated, making life much more dif-
ficult for all American workers. Today,
even with some recovery in real wages
due to the rapid growth in the economy
in the 1990s, the average weekly wage
is nearly 12 percent less than at its
peak in the 1970s. As I said, the devil is
in the details, and these families see
these details every day as they work
harder and run faster, only to continue
falling further behind.

Is it any wonder that polls and sur-
veys reveal that: 57 percent of all work-
ing adults oppose giving President
Bush fast-track authority; 78 percent
of Americans believe that protecting
American jobs should be a top priority
in deciding U.S. trade policy; and 68
percent of Americans believe that
trade details with low-wage countries
such as Mexico lead to lower wages for
American workers.

Yet, I have sat back and watched in
astonishment and shock as members of
Congress have auctioned off this impor-
tant constitutional obligation and the
economic interests of their constitu-
ents for increased trade adjustment as-
sistance benefits.

Last year, the nonpartisan United
States Trade Deficit Review Commis-
sion pointed out that, ‘‘workers adjust-
ment assistance has often been the last
component of a package intended to in-
crease Congressional support for ap-
proving new trade agreements. As
such, it has often been viewed simply
as an afterthough rather than as an in-
tegral component of our trade policy.’’

Trade adjustment assistance has be-
come a labyrinth of rules and regula-
tions. When the Trade Deficit Review
Commission surveyed the states for
ways to improve trade adjustment as-
sistance training programs, the state
agencies came up with more than 80
different recommendations.

Now, Congress is about to be bought
off for the promise of enhanced trade
adjustment assistance; that is, more
band-aids to cover a gaping hem-
orrhaging of the livelihoods of Amer-
ican workers!

There is the promise of tax credits
for health insurance—I am not sure
how important tax credits are to unem-
ployed workers who have no income.

There is the promise of more retrain-
ing, but I am concerned that we may be
retraining for jobs that will not be
there.

There is the band-aid of wage insur-
ance. I point out that Congress tried
this gimmick before with the 1988 Om-
nibus Trade and Competitiveness Act
(OTCA), and it failed miserably. Two
States were selected to test the pro-
gram. One state rejected the program
because they viewed it as too costly,
bureaucratic and confusing. A single
State was not considered enough of a
sample from which to test the pro-
gram, so the U.S. Department of Labor
canceled the pilot program all to-
gether.

The Trade Deficit Review Commis-
sion—the commission this Chamber

created to make recommendations for
changes in trade policy—made the im-
portant point that, for trade policy to
be truly effective, trade adjustment as-
sistance ‘‘must be a comprehensive
safety met available to all who need
it.’’ If trade adjustment assistance is to
work, it must be comprehensive, flexi-
ble, and, according to the Trade Deficit
Review Commission, it must be
‘‘triggerless’’—that is, it must provide
benefits to workers who lose their jobs
whether it is due to trade dislocation,
technological changes, or other rea-
sons.’’ This means, among other
things, that there must not be distinc-
tions between primary or secondary
workers. We must realize that trade
impacts the community as well as the
individual. Everyone is impacted and
affected.

Under the fast track legislation as it
now stands, American truckers are in-
eligible for Trade adjustment assist-
ance benefits because they are not con-
sidered ‘‘worthy’’ secondary workers.

In promoting the Trade Expansion
Act of 1962, the legislation that also es-
tablished trade adjustment assistance,
President John F. Kennedy declared:
‘‘There is an obligation to render as-
sistance to those who suffer as a result
of national trade policy.’’

It is an obligation, not a lever. It is
an obligation, not a bone to be thrown
to a Congress acting more like admin-
istration lap dogs than the legislative
representatives of the American peo-
ple.

I repeat myself. Trade adjustment as-
sistance is no substitute for a job.

Trade adjustment assistance is no
substitute for good trade policy, and
good trade policy will only come from
open debate, and the amending proc-
ess—that is, the input from the mem-
bers of this body who represent the in-
terests of the people of our states and
the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. It is my understanding
that no one is requesting a vote on the
substitute or on cloture on the bill
itself, and that the final action before
the Senate will be a vote on the bill
itself. Hearing no objection, Mr. Presi-
dent, I therefore ask unanimous con-
sent that the cloture vote be vitiated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
substitute amendment, as amended.

The amendment (No. 3401), in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read a third time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. GRAMM. Is this final passage?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is

final passage.
Is there a sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, this

will be the last vote of the evening.
Mr. GRAMM. Let’s stay.
Mr. DASCHLE. I move to reconsider

that.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SHELBY), and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK) are nec-
essarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 30, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 130 Leg.]

YEAS—66

Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Breaux
Bunning
Burns
Cantwell
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine

Domenici
Edwards
Enzi
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lieberman
Lincoln

Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Voinovich
Warner
Wyden

NAYS—30

Akaka
Boxer
Byrd
Campbell
Carnahan
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Dodd
Dorgan

Durbin
Ensign
Feingold
Gregg
Hollings
Johnson
Kennedy
Leahy
Levin
Mikulski

Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Stabenow
Thurmond
Torricelli
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—4

Brownback
Helms

Inouye
Shelby

The bill (H.R. 3009), as amended, was
passed.

(The bill will be printed in a future
edition of the RECORD.)

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the distinguished chairman
and ranking member of the Finance
Committee for their outstanding work
on getting to this point. This has not
been easy. We have spent a lot of time.
Obviously this is a very difficult meas-
ure. We have accomplished it. It is
something I think we can look back on
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with great satisfaction and great pride.
It would not have happened were it not
for the leadership of the Senators from
Montana and Iowa.

I must say, even though he doesn’t
want me to—he is embarrassed and
gets frustrated when I do this—I thank
the Senator from Nevada. As with so
many pieces of legislation, this simply
would not have happened without his
masterful work on the Senate floor as
well. I congratulate him.

I thank all of the staff involved, my
staff, Chuck Marr, and the staff of the
committee and others.

We now must turn to the schedule
when we return.

There will be no further votes this
evening, and we will not be in session
tomorrow.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 4775 AND S. 625
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I have

been in consultation with the distin-
guished Republican leader during the
course of these votes. We have reached
agreement on proceeding to the supple-
mental and then to the hate crimes
legislation when we return. I know of
no objection. So I will propound a
unanimous consent request.

I ask unanimous consent that on
Monday, June 3, at 2 p.m., the Senate
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
4775, the supplemental appropriations
bill; that after the reporting of the bill,
the text of the Senate companion, S.
2551, be substituted in lieu thereof and
considered original text, provided that
no points of order be considered as hav-
ing been waived by its adoption; that
upon the disposition of H.R. 4775, the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
S. 625, the bill to assist local jurisdic-
tions to prosecute hate crimes; further,
that if on Monday, June 3, the Senate
has not received from the House the
supplemental appropriations bill, the
Senate proceed to S. 625 and it remain
the pending business until the Senate
receives H.R. 4775, at which time it be
temporarily laid aside, the Senate
begin consideration of H.R. 4775, and
that no call for the regular order serve
to displace H.R. 4775.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I

thank my colleagues and the distin-
guished Republican leader for his help
in working through this procedural ar-
rangement. I also thank the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee and
the ranking member.

This will afford us the opportunity,
at the earliest possible date, even
though we are disappointed we are not
able to take it up now, to take it up as
soon as the House completes its work,
hopefully, on the Monday we return
from the Memorial Day recess.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader is recognized.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I will be

brief. First of all, I, too, want to thank

the managers of the trade legislation.
It has taken a lot of time and effort.
There have been a number of problems
along the way, but the managers have
been persistent. I commend Senator
BAUCUS and Senator GRASSLEY for
their work. A lot of people have been
involved and it was the right thing to
do. The proof of that is the vote of 66 to
30.

A lot of people would have thought 10
days ago that we could not get it done.
We have a few barnacles, I am sure,
that will be sheared off in conference,
and a good bill will come out of con-
ference. I commend the managers for
doing good work.

With regard to the unanimous con-
sent request, I have a couple of com-
ments. I am glad we were able to work
this out. We need to go to the supple-
mental as soon as possible. This is an
urgent supplemental for defense to re-
place a lot of what has already been
spent, and also for homeland security.
I was concerned that if we could not
get it worked out today or tomorrow, if
we came back, other issues might in-
tervene. Senator DASCHLE has a com-
mitment to try to move the other leg-
islation, S. 625, dealing with hate
crimes. This way, we could go to the
supplemental appropriations bill—as-
suming it is over here from the House—
and complete it and then go to the next
issue.

If we don’t have a supplemental, for
whatever reason, received from the
House, we can go to the hate crimes.
When the supplemental comes, we can
interrupt that, get it done, and then go
back to the other issue.

There will be a lot of debate about
both of these issues. This seems like a
fair way to proceed. I want to empha-
size the necessity to move as quickly
as possible to the Defense authoriza-
tion bill. The Armed Services Com-
mittee reported that bill out a couple
weeks ago. We can’t get started with
our appropriations bills very well with-
out that defense authorization bill. It
would make it possible to do the De-
fense appropriations bill.

I am not trying to set up the order. I
just want to remind the majority lead-
er that we need to do these defense
issues as soon as possible so that we
can go on to the appropriations bill so
our men and women will know what
they can count on in the defense bill.

This is a good arrangement at this
time. Hopefully, we can complete both
of these bills the first week we are
back, so we can get the supplemental
into conference and get it done and out
of conference before the Fourth of July
recess. I wanted to make those points.

I thank the Chair and I thank Sen-
ator DASCHLE for his cooperation. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

f

PASSAGE OF H.R. 3009

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I thank
all Senators who worked so hard on

this trade bill. I particularly thank the
majority leader, Senator DASCHLE. I
think he is one of the main architects
of the key provision, trade adjustment
assistance. He and Senator BINGAMAN
have worked long and hard to help
forge that portion of the bill. So I
thank him and Senator BINGAMAN.

Also, I thank my friend from Nevada,
Senator REID. I don’t know how we
would be here at this point without
him. He has worked tirelessly and has
done a super job with such equanimity
and an even temper. I don’t know how
he does it.

Also, I want to point out that a lot of
work has gone into this bill. I don’t
think many people realize just how
much work and dedication goes into
something such as this. There are a lot
of people whose names are not well
known. A lot of us here on the floor get
some gratification from seeing our
names in newspapers and on TV when
something is accomplished. But the
fact is the real work is done by people
who perform the most noble human en-
deavor—which is service to their coun-
try—virtually all day long, and many
times with sleepless nights. Many are
here tonight. I want people to know
how hard they have worked.

I especially want to say thanks to
Greg Mastel. I hired Greg specifically
to help get this legislation passed—and
he has done a tremendous job.

I also want to thank many other
committee staff, who have worked tire-
lessly on this legislation—John Angell,
Mike Evans, Timothy Punke, Ted
Posner, Angela Marshall, Shara
Aranoff, Andy Harig, Liz Fowler, Kate
Kirchgraber, and Mitchell Kent.

Senator GRASSLEY also has a great
team, and I thank them: Kolan Davis,
Everett Eissenstat, and Richard Chriss.

And finally, it is an understatement
to say that we all appreciate the ef-
forts of our skilled and patient legisla-
tive counsel—Polly Craighill, Steph-
anie Easley, and Ruth Ernst.

Although he is not here, I com-
pliment my colleague, Senator GRASS-
LEY, who did a tireless job.

This is the most progressive and far-
reaching trade bill that this Senate has
passed in 15 years. This is a landmark
bill. It is also very well balanced. It
modernizes fast-track trade promotion
procedures, brings them up to date. On
the other hand, it includes very signifi-
cant assistance to people who were dis-
located under trade.

I think it will be a bill that, when
looked back upon several years from
now, is one of the landmarks and major
benchmarks that has moved the United
States more directly and appropriately
to engage the world in trade. I am
proud of all the efforts of those here on
the floor.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.
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